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EDWARD STANFORD’S TOURIST LIST. 


a Sixth edition, reviesd aud partly sowsl : 
BD, about LONDON ; Historical, Archeological, Archi- 
5 d Picturesque Notes for the Tourist, ‘withi fical 

WI LOFME Fab. oo doh vik Map ee aid. By 


: Stanford’s Two Shilling Series of Tourist Guides. 
The Series includes in addition to above : 


on 
Cane ands 
Corn’ . 


| 
Jevon, North 
Jevon, South 


Somersetshire | 
Suffolk 





JENKINSON’S PRACTICAL GUIDES. 
Feap. 8vo, cloth, with Maps, &c. 

Fe ENGLISH LAKES. Ninth edition, eight Maps, 6s. 
4 ISLE OF WIGHT. Fifth edition, two Maps, 2s. 6d. 
s TH WALES. Fourth edition, with two Maps, 6s. 6d. 
# TH WALES. (Smaller.) Third edition, three Maps, 3s. 6d. 
OTHE ISLE OF MAN. Third edition, with Map, 5s. 
CARLISLE, the Roman Wall, &c. With Map, ss. 
a SPECIAL HANDBOOKS. 
|ENGLISH CATHEDRALS. By the Rev. W. J. Lorrie, B.A. 
E- Plans, limp cloth, 5s. 
inct LN. Pocket Guide. By Sir C. H. J. ANDERSON and Rev. A. R. 
cS Mapvison. Third Edition, with Map, cloth, 3s. 
"NORWAY. Willson’s Handy Guide. Third edition, with Corrections for 
a 1898. Seven Maps, limp cloth, 5s. 


With 


_ STANFORD’S COMBINED MAPS anid GUIDES: 
MSLE CF WIGHT. Tourist’s Map, scale 1 inch to a mile, and Descrip- 
A tive “ Visitor’s Guide.” Folded, plain, 1s.; col d, 1s. 6d.; ted, 38. 6d. 
| NORTH WALES. Tourist’s Map, scale 3 miles to an inch, and Descrip- 
» = .tive “ Visitor’s Guide.” Folded, in, 1s. 6d.; coloured, 2s.; mounted, 5s. 
BRUUTH WALES.  Tourist's Map, scale 34 miles to an inch, and 
Bes Descriptive ‘‘ Visitor’s Guide.” Fo , plain, 1s. 6d.; coloured, 2s.; mounted, 5s. 
PLONDON. Collins’s Standard Map "of London, scale 4 inches to a 
a mi'e. With an illustrated Guide. Coloured, in case, 1s.; extended and full- 
ae , 1s. 6d.; mounted, 3s, 6d. 
ENGLISH LAKE DISTRICT. Tourist’s Map, with all the Roads and 


es Paths marked and Heights given. Scale 1 inch toa mile. Price, with Roads and 
: Lakes coloured, folded, in case, 2s. 6d. ; full-coloured, 4s. 6d. ; mounted, in case, 7s. 6d. 





sv: EDWARD STANFORD, 26 and 27, Cockspur-street, S.W. 
AL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 


ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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| TOTAL ASSETS, £2,692,000. INCOME, £303,000. 
| The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 


ee = DIRECTORS, 
ver Right Hon. Sir James. Meek, A. Grant - (Devizes 
Pred. John, sq. | Mellor, ‘The Richt ioe ons W., Q.C. 
William, & ingstoke). | MP. , , 
avey, Bir Horace, QC. i 
The Right Hon. Sir James Parker, 
Kinson, James, Esq. Q.C. 
is Edmund Henry” S 
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— Esq. 





late for comment this week, but it was understood 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


THERE SUDDENLY ap in the paper of the House of 
Lords on Tuesday notice of Committee on the Land Transfer 
Bill for Thursday. The p on that day take Sr too 

t they 
would be merely formal, and that the Bill would be re- 
ferred to a Standing Committee, which will not meet until 
the Ist of August. We believe that the Incorporated Law 
Society Committee were on Thursday to consider the posi- 
tion and decide as to the action to be taken. The position 
to be faced, we believe, is this: an autumn session is prac- 
tically certain, and the Government calculate that if they can 
get the Bill through the House of Lords by the close of the 
present session, they may be able to slip it through the House 
of Commons in the autumn session, and so swell the small list 
of Acts which are to avert the reproach of a barren session. 
The time has, therefore, plainly come for immediate action. 
The Incorporated Law Society’s Committee may be relied on to 
do all that is in their power, but it is necessary that the country 
law societies and individual members of the profession should 
put forth their utmost efforts. It may perhaps be anticipated 
that if the Bill does not pass in the present year it will never be 
heard of again ; if it should into law this year it will not 
be long before the bulk of conveyancing business of the 
country will be transacted by a Government department. Every 
member of the profession should consider whether he will by 
inaction be a party to allowing this result to be brought about. 


} 





Mr. Warp and Mr. Goprrzy will be the Chancery registrars 
in attendance during the ensuing vacation. 





Tue TRANSFER of one hundred actions to Mr. Justice Romer 
for the purpose only of trial or hearing is in course of comple- 
tion, but will not be completed in time for publicacion this week. 
It is stated that many of the cases pro to be transferred 
have been selected from those at the head of the list of each of 
the judges from whom they are to be transferred, and that 
great inconveniénce and expense are likely to arise in the cases 
in which briefs have been already delivered. It has usually 
been the practice in tri actions from one judge of the 
Chancery Division to another to choose cases some way down in 
the list, so as to avoid 
in which the briefs have 
expense incurred by those who have paid fees and cannot 
them returned, the expense of an a ion for 
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whether it be granted or refused, are serious items to suitors, 
and might easily be avoided. 








A coop illustration of the way in which orders are managed 
is afforded by the Order as to Cancellation of Stamps, which we 
printed last week (ante, p. 630). According to that, from and 
after the Ist of July, adhesive stamps used in the Supreme 
Court were to be defaced in indelible ink by a hand stamp, 
bearing the word “‘cancelled” and the date of cancelling. As 
regards one important office of the Supreme Court, at all events, 
notice of this order was only given to a clerk on the 5th of July, 
and no hand stamps have yet been provided. Consequently 
adhesive stamps are still being cancelled by perforation in 
defiance of the solemn order to the contrary of the Lord Chan- 
cellor and the Lords of the Treasury. Whose business is it to 
see that orders are made known in due time and to provide 
proper machinery for carrying them into effect ? 





Ir was generally believed in legal circles in London during 
the last week that Lord Herscurett would become Governor- 
General of India; a leading daily paper went so far as to 
say that the matter was practically settled, and in some quarters 
the arrangements consequent on his resignation of the office 
of Lord Chancellor were considered also to be determined. 
Here is what Lord Herscuett himself said on the subject 
at the dinner of the Associated Musicians on Wednesday 
last :—‘‘ He was not aware of any intention that he should 
go to India, except from what he had read in the public press. 
This was a free country, and a man could hardly be transported 
to India without being first consulted, and as no such consulta- 
tion had up to the present time taken place, and as no sugges- 
tion or invitation to go there had reached him, they might come 
to the conclusion that the announcement must be at least a little 
premature.” 


GreaT inconvenience has recently been occasioned to both 
branches of the profession in consequence of Mr. Justice 
Vavuenan Witiims having to go on circuit. The judge, how- 
ever, has been most assiduous in the discharge of his duties in 
connection with winding up, so much so that he has come up to 
town on Saturdays while on circuit, and sometimes sat as late as 
7 o’clock to dispose of the business. Counsel and solicitors do 
not think this method a satisfactory one, and a joint committee of 
the Bar Committee and the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society last year suggested to the Lord Chancellor that the judge 
having charge of the winding up business should not go on cir- 
cuit. Saturday afternoons and evenings are not convenient 
times, either from a judicial or a professional point of view, to 
dispose of such important cases as often come before Mr. Justice 
VaucHan Wiitisms. Counsel, solicitors, and even the judge 
himself must feel very weary over these protracted sittings. 
We ree that the Bar Committee and the Council of the Incor- 
porated Law Society will again urge upon the Lord Chancellor 
the necessity for Mr. Justice Vavenan WiiiaMs being relieved 
from going on circuit. 


Tue wotice for the Long Vacation, which will. be found in 
another column, contains several material variations from the 
notices of former years. It will be seen that Mr. Justice 
Waicur proposes to sit in Chancery Court No. 1 on every 
Weinesday at 9.45, commencing on the 16th of August, and 
that he will also sit at the same time in Chancery Court No. 2 to 
hear chancery chamber summonses which may be adjourned to 
him. This is apparently a case of Sir Bortz Rocue’s bird. 
The inconvenience of these times of sitting is obvious, as 
everyone concerned in a case to be heard in Court 1 must be 
present at the time appointed (9.45), so as to be ready in the 
event of there being no summonses to be heard in Court 2. 
This may be no great hardship on the 16th of August, but on 
future Wednesdays it may cause serious inconvenience. Then 
Mr. Justice Wricnr has added greatly to the work of the 


Vacation Judge by making applications for payment of money ! 
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out of court vacation business. It is impossible to say what: 
this new de e may lead to. It even includes orders og 








further consideration in which complicated accounts have been” 
taken, and many cases in which the title to a fund has to be © 
investigated. It is understood that the early hour fixed for | 
sitting is so fixed for the judge’s convenience, who desires to © 
rise at an early hour in order to catch a train to take him intg © 
the country, but with this extra work the object may not be | 
attained. In Queen’s Bench chambers the judge will sit every 
Tuesday and Thursday at 9.45. It is to be assumed from the 
wording of the notice that Mr. Justice Wricur will cease to be 
the Vacation Judge after the 16th of September, from which ~ 
time Mr. Justice Kennepy will take up the work. is 
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Our RECENT observations on stamps on assignments of life ~ 
policies have drawn forth opinions from two very able and experi- ~ 
enced conveyancing members of the profession, shewing great 
divergence of view. Our correspondent ‘“H.,” whose valuable | 
letter we print elsewhere, is of opinion that when the question ag ~ 
to substituting a duly stamped policy of assurance for one which ~ 
is unstamped comes before the court, it will be decided in accord. 7 
ance with Sir E. Ciarxe’s opinion (ante, p. 596). Our corre | 
spondent’s argument is that the object of the Act is to compel © 
the stamping of all instruments dealing with policies when they 
are executed, and that the judges will lean to any construction 
that will give effect to this intention. With all deference to ™ 
‘‘H.,” we cannot see any such intention expressed in the Aet, 
All that the Act does is to declare the effect of an unstamped 
assignment and to inflict certain penalties on a person paying in © 
respect of an unstamped assignment. The judges are bound to” 
construe the Act according to the intentions of the Legislature 
as expressed in it, not according to the intentions that we may, | 
perhaps reasonably, suppose that the Legislature had. The wha i 
question appears to depend on what is the effect of an unstamped 7 
policy, and as to this we can only refer our correspondent to our 
prior articles on the subject (ante, pp. 596 and 627), where he | 
will find reasons assigned for our opinion that nothing passes by ~ 
an unstamped assignment of a vhs 20 and that if after the um 
stamped assignment a duly stamped assignment to a stranger is 
made, the prior unstamped assignment cannot by being stamped 
obtain priority. Whatever may be the true construction of the © 
Act, we must repeat our advice—viz., always to stamp the © 
assignment of a policy, and if this is omitted by inadvertence te © 
be done at the proper time, to have it stamped on payment of a | 
penalty. We are glad to learn that ‘‘H.” agrees with usin © 
deprecating the practice of attempting to bolster up a title to © 
land depending on an unstamped conveyance by executing & 
new conveyance on a proper stamp. : 


os 
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Tux MEETING of the Incorporated Law Society last week was — 
chiefly remarkable for the appearance of Mr. Ouarrzs Forp im © 
a new capacity. He had not previously, to our remembrances, © 
in any of his innumerable speeches at these meetings shewn the 
slightest interest in the question of compulsory registration of 
title. But, all on a sudden, he has become an adherent of the” 
Government scheme, and on Friday last, filled with the zeal of 
a new convert, he announced that there was “a growing feeling ~ 
in the country in favour of compulsory registration, because 
clients were sick of the great expense and delay of the present 
system.” There is a good old proverb which anyone but 
Forp would be likely to remember, and which, if ae 
would probably have prevented the utterance of this 1 
compliment to himself and his brethren. Who can have beet 
the diligent “missioner” to whom the credit is due of having ~ 
shewn Mr. Forp the error of his ways and led him to assume — 
the white sheet? Mr. Forp usually represents himself alone, 
and on this occasion, as per usual, he was in a minority of one 
but, strange to say, his view met with some support from 
M. H. Levenrroy, who is reported to have stated that “Be™ 
regarded with some favour the extension of officialism,” on the] 
ground, apparently, that solicitors would become officials, a0 
other ground being named. Mr. Lzverron can hardly have 
considered that one main characteristic of the promoters of the — 
Land Transfer Bill is hostility to solicitors—“ legal middlemen, — 
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aé they are styled—and if he thinks the Land 
7 the country will be manned by solicitors he is likely 
to find himself grievously mistaken. But the point to which 
we desire to draw _— attention is that the sudden revival of 
the Bill follows ost immediately on the speeches of Mr. 
Forp and Mr. Leverron. Is this a case of post hoc or propter 
hoc? We rather fancy that we shall have an exceedingly 
prolonged “chortle” in Parliament and the press over “‘ repre- 
gentative’’ solicitors having renounced the error of their ways 
in opposing a scheme intended to transfer their fees to a 
Government office. 





Awone THE other topics discussed at the meeting, the scheme 
of legal education by means of ‘‘coaches” adopted by the 
council came in for some animadversion. Itis avowedly only an 
experiment ; defensible on the ground that one of the duties of 
the society is to provide legal education for articled clerks ; that 
the desertion of the classes had plainly shewn the preference of 
articled clerks for the system of “coaches,” and that, if the 
society was to continue to teach, there was no practicable 
alternative but to set up public “‘coaches.” Time alone will 
shew whether the scheme will be successful; and, as we have 
often remarked, the real test will be the proportion of candidates 
prepared by the society’s tutors who pass the examinations. It 
must be admitted that in the contest between the leading private 
“coaches ’—men of ability who have for many years devoted 
themselves with great diligence to the work of boiling down 
legal knowledge, considering the bent of examiners, and pre- 

ing ‘‘tips””—and the society’s tutors, the latter will have a 
Gard struggle ; but in fairness condemnation of the new scheme 
should be withheld until a sufficient time has elapsed to shew its 
results. We have never concealed our opinion that the In- 
Seperated Law Society should give up teaching, but we think 
we know the reasons which induce the council to cling to the 
practice; there is great weight in them, and, in spite of our 
view, we shall rejoice if the new scheme proves a success, 





THE TWELF1H edition of the Index of Statutes has just been 
published. As regards the form of the work, this edition is a 
new departure. ‘The edition published in 1890, like those 
which preceded it, consists of two parts, which, though te, 
are arranged for combined use. The first part is a chrono- 
logical table of the statutes, shewing all the total or partial 
repeals, whilst the second part is an index to the statutes in 
force at thetime. The new edition consists of an index of the 
statutes in force down to, and including, 1892, but the chrono- 
logical table has been omitted altogether, the new volume being 
royal octavo instead of imperial octavo. This alteration is 
probably due to financial considerations. We observe, however, 
that, in spite of the considerable diminution in the cost of 
production (the chronological table comprised about one-third of 
the volume published in 1890), the price of the work remains 
the same, namely, ten shillings. It seems a pity that the 
continuity of the publication, as to size and subject-matter, has 
not been preserved—even if that involved an increase in the 
price. The usefulness of the chronological table is second only 
to that of the index. The table shews ata glance whether a 
given enactment has been repealed or not. At present a 
reference to the table published in 1890 has to be supplemented 
by an examination of the tables appended to the Law Reports, 
shewing the effect of the legislation for the years 1890, 1891, 
and 1892, As time goes on, the process of referring to the 
effect of the legislation for every year since 1889—and this 
would be necessary if there are to be no further editions of the 
table—would become more and more laborious. ing that 
scarcely a session now passes without the introduction of at least 
one Statute Law Revision Bill, it certainly seems desirable that 
the chronological table should be kept fairly up to date. We 
believe, however, that at any rate one more edition is to be 
published as a companion volume to the new edition of the 
index. The new index, which has been prepared under the 
editorship of Mr. A, Putxina, is a deal more than a mere 


re-issue of the edition of 1890, with the amendments and 
additions rendered necessary by the legislation of 1890, 1891, 





Registry offices | 





and 1892. pe -~ have been — the 

uped under new headings wherever 
Seat oxy improvement in the method 
pre ag rare oy tlm Bong —as in 
edition of 1890—under the sub- “City,” “County, 
‘‘ Port,” and “ Diocese,” we now have a 
County,” with an entire re-arrangement of the various headings 
and sub-headings thereunder. Oonsidering the enormous 
complexity of the subject-matter the work now seems as perfect 
a specimen of index-making as is ever likely to be produced. 





In THE pDEoIsIon in Re The 


lish, Scottish, and Australian 
Chartered Bank (re else 


) the Court of Appeal 


have recogni that the law must act with the ss 
tude which modern discoveries render possible. @ case 
arose upon a scheme of ent between the 


bank and its creditors under section 2 of the Joint-Stock 
Companies Arrangement Act, 1870. This empowers the 
court, in addition to any other of its powers, to order a 
meeting of the creditors to be summoned, and, if a majority in 
number, re ting pe ea ag in — of the creditors 
resent at the meeting, ei in person or by proxy, agree to 
ihe arrangement, ‘it is, if sanctioned by the court, to be bind- 
ing on the creditors, and also on the liquidator and contributories 
of the company.” As was pointed out by Livorey, L.J., in Re 
Alabama, §¢., Railway Co, (1891, 1 Ch., at p. 239), the duty of the 
court, when a scheme comes before it for its sanction under this 
section, is to see that the provisions of the statute have been 
complied with, and that the majority have been acting bond fide. 
It has also to see that the minority is not being overridden by a 
majority having interests of their own a those of the 
minority whom they seek to coerce. And, er, the court 
has to look at the scheme on its merits, and see whether it is 
“a reasonable one, or whether there is any reasonable objection 
to it, or such an objection to it as that any reasonable man 
might say that he could a of it.” As to this last 
point, the same judge o in the present case that, 
although it is not the function of the court simply to register 
the resolution of the creditors, yet the creditors are the best 
jd _— what is — rot their se re seared motive is to get 
ack their money, and this, it may be presumed, is as strong as 
the desire of the court to do what is right, while they are in a 
better position than the court to know how this object can 
most successfully be effected. Practically, then, all that 
the court has to do is to see that the creditors are acting 
bond fide, and that the scheme will not inflict any clear 
injustice on the dissentient minority. In these respects the 
court had no fault to find with the proposed scheme, 
but on the technical ground, whether the provisions of the 
Act had been complied with, the objection was taken that 
the creditors approving the scheme were not present at the 
meeting, ‘‘either in person or by yoy. The meeting was 
held in London and the voting was chiefly conducted by proxies 
filled up in Australia, the results being telegraphed to London. 
Such a procedure was 80 obviously convenient, and under the 
circumstances so necessary, that it must have been very clearly 
opposed to the requirements of the Companies Acts for the 
urt of Appeal to refuse to sanction it. But all that the 
Companies Act, 1862, says seems to be contained in section 91, 
by which the court is empowered, in winding-up matters, to 
have regard to the wishes of the creditors “‘as proved to it 
by any sufficient evidence,” and the same rule may properly 
be applied to meetings under the Act of 1870, which is to be 
read as part of the Act of 1862. The only ary asin, 
is whether the telegraphic m sufficient evidence 


essage - 
the result of the proxies, and although, under different cireum- 
stances, it might be desirable to have the chance of ag emia | 
the proxy papers, yet, where the orities in favour 
the scheme purported to be so overw , this was con- 
sidered unnecessary. 





Tux Hovse or Lorps have affirmed the decision of Porzock, 
B., and of the Court of in Tombinson v. Balkis Consoli- 
| dated Co. (39 W. R. 698; 1891, 2 Q. B, 614), and have held that 
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a certificate issued by a company may act as an estoppel in 
favour of the person to whom it is issued, as well as in favour 
of a purchaser from him. In Re Bahia and San Francisco Rail- 
way Co. (16 W. R. 862, L. R. 3 Q. B. 584), the leading case on 
the subject, the person relying upon the estoppel was a pur- 
chaser. T. was the registered holder of shares. By means of a 
forged transfer the company were induced to remove T.’s name 
and place 8. & G. on the register as holders of the shares, at the 
same time giving them certificates. The shares were afterwards 
transferred to A., who in turn was registered, and received cer- 
tificates. Upon the forgery being discovered the company were 
ordered by the court to restore T.’s name to the register, but A. 
was held to be entitled to recover from the company damages for 
the loss of the shares. A representation had heen made by the 
company with the intention that it should be acted upon, and, 
as against a person acting upon it, they were estopped, there- 
fore, from denying its truth. Here the estoppel was created by 
the certificates issued to 8, & G., and the person who had acted 
upon the certificate, and in whose favour the estoppel operated, 
was the transferee from them. But there is nothing in the 
principles laid down by the judgments to prevent the estoppel 
acting also in favour of the person to whom the certificate 
is issued, if, by acting upon it, he suffers loss. ‘The cer- 
tificate,” said Cocxsurn, C.J., “is a declaration by the com- 
pany to all the world that the person in whose name the certifi- 
cate is made out, and to whom it is given, is a shareholder in the 
company, and it is given by the company with the intention that 
it shall be so used by the person to whom it is given, and acted 
upon in the sale and transfer of shares.” The company, that is, 
contemplate that the person to whom the certificate is issued 
shall act ; it, and if he does so to his hurt, he has, so the 
House of Lords have held, his remedy against them. It is to 
be noticed that the case was not that of a forged transfer, and 
on this ground it is distinguishable from Sim v. "Anglo-American 
Telegraph Co. (28 W. R. 290, 5 Q. B. D. 188). In 3Zomkinson v. 
Balkie Consolidated Co., at the time when the certificate was 
issued to T., P., who purported to have transferred the shares, 
was not in fact the registered owner, and the misrepresentation 
contained in the certificate, therefore, could have been avoided 
ty referring to the register. In the case of a forged transfer 
the company has no such ready means of discovering the error. 
The distinction was taken by Lord Fietp, but the majority of 
the House, the Lord Chancellor and Lord MacyacuTen, seem to 
have based their decision on broader grounds. 








THE LAW OF DISCOVERY. 


Tue case of Budden v. Wilkinson, decided by the Court of 
Appeal on Friday last (reported elsewhere), dealt with several 
important points on the law of discovery. ‘The plaintiffs in 
an action of trespass with a counter-claim in ejectment 
claimed to protect certain documents from production, their 
affidavit running as follows:—‘‘ We have also in our posses- 
sion or power certain documents numbered one to twenty-six 
inclusive, which are tied up in a bundle and marked A, and 
initialed by the deponent Gzorcz Smeaton Buppey. The 
said documents last mentioned relate solely to the title or to 
the case of us, the plaintiffs, and not to the case of the 
defendant, nor do they tend to support it, wherefore we object 
to duce the same, and say they are privileged from 
uction.”’ , 

Now it will be remembered that it is usual in claiming the 
above privilege to insert in the affidavit a statement that the 
ts “contain nothing impeaching the case or title” of 

the party seeking to protect them. In the affidavit under 
discussion this statement was omitted, and, accordingly, one 
point which arose was whether or not this omission was fatal to 
the claim for protection. With respect to deeds and documents 
of title it is well settled that such an omission on the part of a 


defendant in ejectment is not fatal to the claim (see Ind Coope 
v. Emmerson, 36 W. BR. 243, 12 App. Cas. 300; Morris v. 
Edwards, 15 App. Cas. 309), 
—_ i 
‘ore, 60 far as title deeds were concerned, the 
But the privilege claim 


In Budden vy. Wilkinson the 
in trespass was defendant in ejectment, and, there- 
int was 


wovernd by authority, extended 





to other documents, and was not confined to title deeds’ al 


and so the opinion of the court, that the affidavit 
sufficient and 
ing that in an action of tres 





efendant. 


possessi I 
whether or not a contract has been made. If, in the one 


the above allegation is unnecessary in order to protect documents — 


e privilege rightly claimed, involved a hold.) 
, where the defendant denies: ™ 
that the plaintiff is in possession (which was one of the issues ~ 
in this action), it is unnecessary for the plaintiff to allege, i, © 
his affidavit claiming privilege, that the documents he seeks to = 

rotect “contain nothing impeaching the title or case” of the ~ 
The question whether or not the plaintiff is ig 
ion is no more complex an issue than the question © 


















from production, it would seem to be equally unnecessary in the ~ 


other case; and if it is unnecessary in an action of contract it ig 
not necessary in any case. 


Another point taken was, whether a party to an action could ; 


under any circumstances, even by inserting the above allegation, 
protect documents on the ground that they related solely to his 
own case and not to the case of his opponent, and did not teng 
to support the case of his opponent or impugn his own. If the 
word title were substituted for case there is no doubt that the 


documents would be privileged, but the use of the word title 
— (and not without ~ 
. T. 653) ) an impression © 


produced in the minds of many 
grounds: see McLean v. Jones (66 


that a privilege could be thus claimed for title deeds to real ~ 


property which would not extend to other documents. The better 


opinion, however, seems to have been that there was no differ. ~ 
ence in this respect between title deeds and other documents, 


and that a person having in his possession documents admittedly 


relating to the matters in question, provided they related exelu- © 


sively to his own case (be it one of title or not) and not to the 
case of his opponent, and did not impugn his own case, was not 


bound to produce them (see Zhe Attorney-General v. Thompson | 
(8 Hare, 106); Pele v. Stoddard (1 M. & G. 192), an action © 


of assumpsit ; 


Greenwood vy. Greenwood (6 W. R. 119), an & 


administration action; Bewicke v. Graham (29 W. R. 436, 4% 
7 Q. B. D. 400), an action on a bill of exchange; Bulman ~ 
v. Young (31 W. R. 766), an action for breach of contract 


for the sale of a steamer). ‘‘In many cases it was not a 


question of title at all, and the proposition ought to be that © 
a party is not entitled to see any document which does ~ 


not tend to make out his case”: 
Jenkins vy. Bushby (35 L. J. Ch. 400). 
view taken by Wicraq, V.C., in his work on Discovery: “ From 


per Kinperstzy, V.0., in 
Moreover, this was the ~ 


the language of some of the cases it might, perhaps, be inferred 


that title deeds and documents of title were privileged in @ 


manner not applicable to other documents. The author is nob ~ 


aware than any such privilege can be defended upon principle, 
If the plaintiff can read from the defendant’s answer an admis- 
sion which shews that he has an interest in a title deed for the 
purposes of the suit, all the cases shew that he will be entitled 
to have it produced, and if he cannot read such admission as to 
any other document, the cases equally shew that he will not be 
entitled to see it. In practice, indeed, a difference may exist 
between title deeds and other documents—such, for example, as 
letters, &c., but this difference, it is conceived, is to be attributed 
only to that laxity in practice which invariably increases as the 
importance of applying — with strictness is diminished” 
(Wigram on Discovery, 2nd ed., pp. 243, 244). 


The third point taken in this case was that the documents” 
sought to be protected were not sufficiently described, and that 


the party seeking to protect them was bound to give the court 
some means of testing the accuracy of the statement he had 


aT see A 


sworn to—viz., that the documents related exclusively to his” 


own case and not to the case of his op 


his opponent’s case. The case relied on was The Attorney- 


General y. Emmerson (31 W. R. 191, 10 Q. B. D. 191), where = 
the party claiming protection had, in fact, described the docu- ~ 


ments, and his de:: ition had enabled the court to see that 
his statement, that they related exclusively to his own case, 
was, in all probability, to be taken cum grano salis. 


nent, and did not assist — 
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The fact 
that the defendant in that case had described the documents = 





falls far short of establishing that he was bound to do so, while FE: 
the case of Taylor y. Batten (27 W. BR. 106, 4 Q. B. D. 85) decided = 


that he was not so bound. ‘ We must remember,” sai 





L.J., in delivering the judgment of the court, “ that the vlaiati 
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there is some reason on the face of it why it cannot be relied 
on. The affidavit is sufficient if the documents are sufficiently 
identified. But it is said that the plaintiffs are entitled to be 

ut in such a position as to test the truth of the affidavit by the 
Ssscription of the documents. That, however, is, in our opinion, 
erroneous. The only object of the affidavit is to enable the court 
to order the documents to be produced if it think fit to make an 
order to that effect ; and if words are used which, if true, protect 
the documents, no further particularity is regency Baer in the 
ease of documents for whick protection is not claimed.” In 
other words, the defendant in The Attorney-General v. Emmerson 
would have protected his documents if he had not described 
them. 

The conclusion of the whole matter is this: If a party in his 
affidavit of documents can say, ‘‘I have in my possession certain 
documents numbered, &c., tied up in a bundle marked A (iden- 
tifying them). The said documents relate solely to my case and 
not to the case of the [ plaintiff or defendant], nor do they tend 
to support it,” then Zaylor v. Batten decides that documents so 
described are sufficiently identified and Bewicke v. Graham decides 
that documents so described are privileged. Perhaps it would 
be as well that the party claiming production should not be so 
completely bound by the mere oath of the party claiming pro- 
tection. Perhaps it would be as well if the latter were bound to 
give the court some means of testing the truth of the assertion. 
All that can be said is that the law at present imposes no such 
duty, and we can only hope that persons will not be found 
capable of abusing the confidence so implicitly reposed in them 
by the court. 








PROPERTY IN THE PROCEEDS OF WASTE. 


Tue question of property in the proceeds of timber felled 
during the estate of an owner who is not entitled to retain them 
for his own absolute use has given rise to a multitude of 
decisions, and several interesting distinctions have been estab- 
lished. The owners of the land who are entitled so to keep the 
roceeds are tenant for life without impeachment of waste 
(Lewis Bowles’s case, 11 Rep. 79b), tenant in tail, though after 
ibility of issue extinct (Oo. Litt. 224a, 2 Black. 115; 
Williams v. Williams, 15 Ves. 419, 12 East, 209), and, of course, 
tenant in fee. Any other owner who fells timber commits legal 
waste, while tenant for life not impeachable for waste commits 
equitable waste if he fells ornamental timber. This is the 
per meaning of the term “equitable waste,” and the mere 
fact that the limitations of the settlement are equitable, and not 
legal, limitations does not impress waste committed by the equit- 
able tenant for life impeachable for waste with the character of 
equitable waste. The form of the limitations does not affect the 
ights inter se of the parties beneficially entitled : Simpson v. 
Simpson (1879, 3 L. R. Ir., p. 316); and indeed, as the tenant 
for life is at law tenant at will to the trustees, waste committed 
by him is strictly legal waste. 

Waste, whether legal or equitable, is a wrongful act, but there 
may be a rightful cutting of timber even during the estate of an 
owner punishable for waste. This happens when the timber has 
been cut by the order of the court, or where it has been cut by 
the direction of the trustees, provided the cutting has been for 
the benefit of the estate, and was such that the court will adopt 
it. But it seems that a cutting of timber by the tenant hi 
 opnaamag for waste will never be regarded as rightful upon 

is ground: Seagram v. Knight (L. R. 2 Ch. 632). e case of 
tenant for life of a timber estate, of an estate, that is, cultivated 
for the sake of the timber, and where this is cut periodically, 
stands, of course, on quite different grounds. The life tenant 
= — ‘e roceeds as the ordi a of the estate : 

onywood vy, Honywood (L. R. 18 Eq. 306 wood vy, Magniac 
(1891, $ Oh, 308). cate ms 

Such being the cases in which a question can arise as to the 
proceeds of timber, it is natural to Veal first with | waste, 
and here it is settled that the timber, immediately on being cut, 
belongs to the owner of the first vested estate of inheritance. 
“If,” it was resolved in Udal y. Udal (Aleyn, 81), “there be 
tenant for life, the remainder for life, and tenant for life out 





down timber trees, he that hath the inheritance may seize them, 
althovgh he cannot have an action of waste during the life of 
him in remainder.” He could not have an action of waste, for 
this involved the recovery of the place wasted, which would be 
an injustice to the remainder for life, it being considered that 
the land could not go back to a ious life owner after re- 
covery by the owner of the inheritance: Garth v. Cotton (1.Wh. 
& T. L. C., 6th ed., p. 806). But he might bring trover for the 
trees (Whitfield v. Bewit, 2 P. Wms. 240); or, if they had been 
sold, an action for money had and received (Gent v. Harrison, 
Johns. 517); or, if the legal remedy failed, sue in equity for an 
injunction and an account (Seagram v. Knight, supra). 

Udal v. Udal (supra) also determined that contingent estates of 
inheritance are excluded, but the leading authority on this 
point is Lord Harpwicke’s celebrated judgment in Garth v. 
Cotton (supra). ‘The common law,” he said, “doth not, nor 
can, consider the contingent uses as having any existence till 
they happen ; therefore, ing to Lewis Bowles’s case and Udal 
v. Udal, an estate in contingency is no estate till the contingency 
happens. And when the trees are severed the property must 
immediately vest in somebody, and that can only be in the first 
remainderman of inheritance vested ; and on the foundation of 
that property he may maintain trover forthem.” This ignoring 
of the contingent uses applies, however, only after the timber 
has been severed. Betore the waste was committed, the 
trustees to preserve conti t remainders might obtain an in- 
junction, though afterw: when the timber was severed, and 
the property in it had vested in the owner of the first vested 
estate of inheritance, there was no equity to take it away from 
him. But this supposed that he was innocent in the matter. 
If he had colluded with the tenant for life, then, as Lord Harp- 
wicke determined in Garth v. Cotton, equity would interfere on 
the ground of the collusion and covin, and secure the proceeds 
for fie benefit of the contingent remainderman. 

There is perhaps no good reason why equity should not always 
have interfered in the same in’ and in Bagot v. Bagot (32 
Beav., p. 523) Lord Rommxy, M.R., objected to the strictness of 
the legal rule, intimating that where a tenant for life committed 
waste, the produce would not belong absolutely to the first tenant 
in tail in esse, while there ye nye of prior tenants in tail 
coming into esse; but in C ish v. Mundy (W. N., 1877, p. 
198) Jesset, M.R., regarded this as unsettling an established 
principle of law, and re-enunciated the rule in Garth v. Cotton 
with the exception in favour of conti t remainders only in 
the case of clbenia. The exception h too, where the tenant 
for life is himself the owner of the first vested estate of inherit- 
ance: Williams v. Duke of Bolton (3 P. Wms. 268), provided 
that, under the circumstances, he can be ed as colluding 
with himself in his character of remainderman to defraud the 
contingent remainders: Birch-Wolfe v. Birch (L. R. 9 Eq. 683). 

In these cases of collusion it might be supposed that the pro- 
ceeds would be preserved for the sole t of the person in 
whom the inheritance subsequently vests, and this view was 
pressed upon the court in Powlett v. Duchess of Bolton (3 Ves. 
374). But Lord Lovensoroven, ©., held that the wrongfal 
cutting must be regarded as a wrong upon the settlement, with 
the result that the property which had by the fraud taken 
from the settlement t to be restored to it. The proceeds, 
therefore, were di to be laid out in land to be settled ac- 


cordingly, and the income would thus to intermediate 
sometntiern Sor Probably the i G castbet cilleaea, 


although originally founded on the that the contingent 
remainders were supported by the estate limited to the trustees, 
remains the same now that trustees no longer required, 
Gough ts Ge chen eee a eee can 
sue for an injunction (1 Wh. & T. L. C., 6th ed. ae ities 
The above authorities, in giving the proceeds tim 
to the owner of the first vested estate of inheritance, do not 
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property in the timber on a wrongful cutting by a previous 
tenant for life: Pivot v. Bullock (1 Ves. jun. 479), Gent v. 
Harrison (supra). 

The above rule, and the exception to it, shew the two views 
which have prevailed as to the proper destination of the pro- 
ceeds of waste. On the strict theory of law, since the property 
in the timber must vest in somebody at once, it vests in the 
owner of the first vested estate of inheritance. But, regarding 
the wrong as one done to the settlement, the natural course is 
to subject the proceeds to the uses of the settlement. In the 
case of equitable waste there appears to be some doubt which 
theory should be acted on. In Honywood v. Honywood (L. R. 18 
Eq. 306) Jzsser, M.R., said that, where ornamental trees are 
improperly cut down, “the proceeds are invested so as to 
follow the uses of the settlement—that is, to go along with the 
estate according to the settlement—giving the income to the 
tenant for life and so on.” And in Duke of Leeds v. Earl of 
Amherst (2 Ph. 117) Lord Corrennam, C., regarded the com- 
mission of equitable waste as a diverting of part of the estate 
from its proper purpose, with the result that he treated the 
proceeds as land for the purpose of the Real Property Limita- 
tion Act, 1833, and allowed the remainderman twenty years 
from the death of the tenant for life. 

On the other hand, the wrong in the case of equitable waste 
does not materially differ from that in the case of legal waste, 
and there is no clear reason why equity, in dealing with the 

roceeds recovered, should not follow the rule at law. This is 
in accordance with the decision of Lord Harpwicxe in Rolt v. 
Somerville (2 Eq. Cas. Abr. 759). Land was settled to A., a 
woman, for life, without impeachment of waste ; remainder to B. 
for life, without impeachment of waste, remainders over. A. 
married C., who, to make the most of the estate during his wife’s 
life, cut down ornamental timber, and committed other equitable 
waste. Upon a bill brought by B. to compel C. to account for 
the proceeds, it was held that, before the commission of the 
waste, the court would have interfered at the suit of B. by 
injunction ; but, after the mischief was done, B. was not entitled 
to satisfaction, the damage being to the inheritance. In Marquis of 
Ormonde vy. Kynnersley (7 L. J. Ch. (O.8.) 150), Lord Lynpuvrst, 
C., treated this case as establishing that the same rule prevailed 
with regard to equitable as to legal waste, so that subsequent 
tenants for life could not sue to recover the proceeds of it; 
and in Stimpson v. Simpson (supra), where the authorities were 
eee by Cuatrerton, V.C., this was regarded as the correct 
rule. 

The equitable rule applies, however, where the cutting of the 
timber has been rightful, as where it has been ordered by the 
court. The proceeds are treated as part of the estate and follow 
the uses of the settlement. Hence the tenant for life, although 
impeachable for waste, takes the income. But here the corpus 
does not necessarily wait for a person entitled to the inheritance. 
If there is a tenant for life not impeachable for waste he is 
entitled to the principal of the fund so soon as his estate falls 
into possession : Waldo v. Waldo (12 Sim. 107), Phillips v. Barlow 
(14 Sim. 263), Gent v. Harrison (supra). . 

It is to be noticed that the right of the remainderman to recover 
the proceeds of sale as against the tenant for life or his fersonal 
representatives is a mere money claim, and hence is liable to be 
barred in six years from the time when it accrues: Seagram v. 
Knight (supra), Higginbotham vy. Hawkins (L. R. 7 Ch. 676). In the 
case of legal waste whero the tenant for life alone is concerned, 
and so too, if the decision in Marquis of Ormonde v. Kynnersley 
(supra) was correct, in the case of equitabie waste, time is reckoned 
from the commission of the waste. But where there has been 
collusion between the tenant for life and the remainderman, so 
that the money follows the uses of the settlement, time runs 
apparently from the death of the tenant for life. The succeed- 
ing owner, however, who then ought to claim, claims on behalf 
of all the owners successively entitled, and all are barred to- 
gether: Birch-Wolfe y. Birch (supra), And the same rule would 
apply also where, by reason of the cutting being rightful, the pro- 
ceeds of sale go into the settlement. In Duke of Leeds v. Earl of 
Amherst (2 Ph. 117) and Harcourt y. White (28 Beay. 8038) the 
circumstance that the claim, whenever it must be brought, is a 
money demand liable to be barred in six years was overlooked, 
and in consequence, in the former case, the tenant in tail in 








waste thirty-eight years after it had been committed, 

having been brought within twenty years of the death of the 
tenant for life. In Morris v. Morris (6 W. R. 427), Srvarz, 
V.C., objected to this result, but without shewing wherein the 
error lay. In Harcourt v. White, again, Romiiy, M.R., con- 
sidered that the statutory period of twenty years must be 
allowed, though he held the plaintiff to be barred by his /aches, 





LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Pusiic CoMPANIES.—The Lord Chancellor in moving the second 
reading of the Companies (Certificate of Incorporation) Bill said there 
had been a recent decision of the courts which had rather taken the 

ublic by surprise, to the effect that although a company might have 
se apparently incorporated with due regularity, yet if it were 
afterwards shewn that any mistake had been made the ge! did 
not come under the Companies Acts. The object of the Bill was to 
provide that a certificate of incorporation should be couclusive that 
the company was duly and properly incorporated. He had sub- 
mitted the Bill to the judges who had decided the case to which he 
had alluded, and they considered that the proposed change in the law 
was advisable. The Bill was read a promod time. 

Srrzs FoR Piaces oF WorsHip.—The Places of Worship (Sites) 
Bill has been read a third time in the House of Lords and passed. 

INVESTMENT OF TRUST FunpDs.—The Trust Investment Bill, intro- 
duced by Lord MAcNAGHTEN, provides by clause 2 thatit shall be lawful 
for a trustee, unless expressly forbidden by the instrument (if any) 
creating the trust, to invest any trust funds in his hands in the 
mortgages, bonds, debentures, or consolidated or other stock of any 
port authority in regard to which the conditions specified in clause 4 
are fulfilled. By clause 3 the expression ‘‘ port authority” means 
the commissioners, trustees, or other public body having by statute 
the management of any port or harbour within the United Kingdom. 
The conditions contained in clause 4 are as follows :—({1) The mort- 
gages, bonds, debentures, or stock of the port authority must be 
secured by a first churge on the property and undertaking of such 
authority ; (2) the tonnage of the shipping cleared from the port or 
harbour for the preceding financial year must be not less than one 
million registered tons; (3) the net revenue of the port authority, 
after providing for the expenses of management pe | maintenance, 
and the interest of any money a on their property or under- 
taking, must have been not less five per cent. of their gross 
revenue for each of the last preceding five financial years; (4) the net 
revenue must be applicable only towards the extinction, by way of 
sinking fund or otherwise, of any debt of the port authority, or the 
improvement or extension of their undertaking, or other public pur- 
poses connected therewith. Clause 5 provides that a certificate pur- 
porting to be signed by the chairman, and countersigned by the 
secretary of the port authority, to the effect that the conditions are 
fulfilled, or a copy of the last annual report containing such a certifi- 
cate signed by the chairman or the auditors, shall be primd facie 
evidence that the conditions have been fulfilled, and shall exonerate 
trustees investing on the faith of it. The Bill has been read a second 
time in the House of Lords. 

STATUTE Law Revision.—The Statute Law Revision (No. 2) Bill 
has been introduced by the Lord Chancellor and read a first time. 

LiverPoon Court oF PassaGeE.—The Liverpool Court of Passage 
Bill has been read a third time in the House of Commons. 


REVIEWS. 
BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Index to the Statutes in Force. Twelfth Edition. To the End of 
the Session 55 & 56 Vict. (1892), By Authority. Printed for Her 
Majesty’s Stationery Office by Eyre & Spottiswoode. 





In consequence of the heavy nature of the business at the Derby 
Assizes, Wright, J., will attend there on Monday next and the followi 
day or two in order to assist Vaughan Williams, J., with the trial 
actions. At the conclusion of the business there Vaughan Williams, J., 
will return to London. 

For some years prior to his death, says the Daily Telegraph, the late Mr. 
Justice Mellor owned a fine residential and sporting estate, 1,400 acres in 
extent, at Otterhead, Devon. By his will he directed the trustees to sell 


the property, and the sale has lately been carried out by Mr. Mellor, 
Chaleuuen of Committees in the House of Commons, and his two brothers, — 
the purchaser being’ Mr. Lewis Lloyd, of Rhayader, South Wales. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—If I may venture to prophesy—though I am quite aware how 
foolish it is to do so—when the question referred to in the articles in 
your issues of the Ist and 15th of July inst., as to the possibility of 
substituting for an unstamped assignment of a policy a subsequent 
one duly stamped, comes to be decided, the decision will be in the 
sense of Sir Edward Clarke’s opinion to which you refer. 

The object of the Act is to compel the stamping of all instruments 
dealing with policies when they are executed, and I believe the judges 
will lean to any construction that may give effect to this intention. 

With great submission, I am altogether unable to concur in your 
suggestion in the first article you published that ‘‘an unstam 
assignment of a policy on life is absolutely void.’”” The Act does not 
say this, it only provides that no unstamped assi ent shall confer 
a right to sue or give a valid discharge, quite another thing from 
declaring it absolutely void. Indeed, the 2nd sub-section of the 
section you quote, imposes a specific penalty on the company making 
a payment on an unstamped policy, the payment of the stamp duty 
and penalty. If the assignment were absolutely void, the company 
making the payment would be subject to a far more serious penalty, 
a liability to pay the amount a second time. 

I fail to understand, therefore, why the interest of the assignor in a 
life policy should not pass by an unstamped assignment just as much 
as the legal estate in freeholds by an unstamped grant. Neither 
instrument is capable of being given in evidence until it is stamped, 
the moment it is impressed with the proper duty it supersedes every 
subsequent instrument. Why if in the case of land, keeping back a 
first (unstamped) conveyance and shewing only the second would be 
committing a fraud, does not the same reasoning apply to an assign- 
ment of a life policy, why. should not the insurance society or any 
person interested in the policy have a right to have the first assign- 
ment stamped in like manner ? 

I do not like to differ from your correspondent, L. W. L. (whose 
identity I think I discern under his initials) and for whose opinion 
I entertain a most unfeigned respect, but I confess, had it not been 
for his letter, I should have supposed that it was beyond question 
that no second conveyance could set right the objection to a title 
caused by an unstamped conveyance. I am supposing, of course, a 
case in which the unstamped deed cannot be practically dispensed 
with as it was in The Birkbeck Freehold Land Society case. If 
authority were wanted, I should have fancied it would be found in the 
case he cites (Whiting v. Loomes, 17 Ch. D. 10), a decision of the Court 
of Appeal. My experience is not.solengthy as that of L. W. L., but 
if extends over more than thirty years of some considerable practice 
in conveyancing, and I cannot at this moment recollect a single case 
where the practice he refers to as so common in his district has come 
under my notice. 

Hereford, July 17th. 


[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.” —Eb. S. J.] 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Lone Vacation Noricez, 1893. 


During the vacation until further notice :—All applications which 
may require to be immediately or promptly heard, are to be made to 
the judges who for the time being shall act as vacation judges. 

Court Busrness.—Mr. Justice Wright, one of the vacation judges, 
will, until further notice, sit in Chancery Court I., Royal Courts of 
Justice, at 9.45 a.m. on Wednesday in every week, commencing on 
Wednesday, 16th of August, for the purpose of hearing such applica- 
tions of the above nature as, according to the practice in the Chancery 
Division, are usually heard in court. 

Special notice.— Applications for payment of money out of court 
will be treated as vacation business, subject to further order. 

CHANCERY CHAMBER BustvEss.—The chambers of Mr. Justice 
Chitty will be open on Tuesday, Wednesday, Thursday and Friday in 
every week, from 10 to 2 O'clock. Mr. Justice Wright will, until 
further notice, hear urgent summonses which may be adjourned to 
him in Chancery Court II. (Carey-street entrance), on Wednesday, 
16th of August, at 9.45..m., and subsequently on Wednesday in 
every week, at 9.45.a.m. A further time will be appointed for any 
cases that cannot then be conveniently disposed of. 

QuEzEN’s Bench CHAMBER Bustness.— Mr. Justice Wright will 
also sit for the disposal of Queen’s Bench business in judges’ cham- 
bers on ms spay ° and Thursday in every week, until Thureda , Sep- 
tember 14th. The business at Queen’s Bench judges’ chedaiiees on 


At 10.30—Counsel summonses (section A. 

At 11.30—Counsel summonses (section B. 

Cases in the Queen’s Bench summons list will be called on and dis- 
posed of peremptorily in the order in which they stand, but not 
earlier than the time at which the section in which they are respec- 
tively placed is marked to come on in the daily list. 

N.B.—No cases, except appeals, will be placed in the judge's list, 
unless counsel or the solicitor for the applicant certifies in writing 
that the matter is urgent. 

URGENT MATTERS WHEN JUDGE NOT PRESENT IN COURT OR 
CHAMBERS.—On other days during the first part of the vacation, 
until September 16th inclusive, or further notice, when the vacation 
judge is not sitting in court or chambers, applications in urgent 
matters may be made in person, or by t, to his lordship, at 
Headley Park, Hants (Bentley Station, o, and 8. W. Ry., from 


ped | Waterloo Main Line). 


APPLICATIONS BY Post or Ratu.—If the application, being a 
Chancery matter, is made by post or rail, the ‘owing papers must 
be sent to the j viz., the brief of counsel, moccntnten So by office 
copies of the affidavits in support of the application, and also by a 
minute, on a separate sheet of paper, si ot by counsel, of the ater 
he may consider the applicant entitled to, and also an envelope, 
sufficiently stamped, capable of receiving the papers, addressed as 
follows :—‘t Chancery cial Letter: To the Registrar in Vacation, 
acai Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, London, 

On applications for injunctions, in addition to the above, a copy of 
the writ, and a certificate of writ issued, must also be sent. 

The papers sent to the judge will be returned to the registrar. 

Special Notice.—Appeals and other opposed summonses which may 
be dismissed, will ordinarily be dismissed with costs to be taxed and 

aid. 
? JUDGE’s PAPERS FOR USE IN CourT.—Chan Division.—The 
following papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left with 
the cause clerk in attendance at the Chiadthded Mtatabvent Chambers, 
Room 136, Royal Courts of Justice, on or before i o’clock on the 
Monday previous to the day on which the application to the judge is 
intended to be made :— 

1.—Counsel’s certificate of urgency, or note of special leave granted 
by the judge. 

2.—Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), and 
any other documents ae the naturé of the application. 

3.—Two copies of notice of motion. 
mA copy affidavits in support, and also affidavits in answer 
if any). 
N D-when the cause clerk is not in attendance, the judge’s 
papers may be left at Room 136, under cover, addressed to him, and 
marked outside Chancery Vacation Papers, or they may be sent by 
post, but in either case so as to be received by the time aforesaid. 

N.B.—No case will be placed in the judge’s paper unless leave has 
been previously obtained, or a certificate of counsel that the case 
requires to be immediately or promptly heard, and stating concisely 
the reasons, is left with the papers. 

N.B.—Solicitors are requested when the application has been 
disposed of to apply at once to the judge’s clerk in court for the 
return of their papers. 





NOTICE TO SOLICITORS. 
(CHANCERY REGISTRARS’ OFFICE.) 
The Chancery Registrars’ Office will be open daily. On Tuesday, 
the 15th of August, and on the same day im ever su , week 
during the vacation, the registrar in attendance will see solicitors 
requiring alterations necessary in orders to be acted on by the pay- 
master; but the order, and any necessary papers, and a notification 
of the amendment as required by the 27th of the Supreme Court 
Fands Rules, 1886, ought to be left at his seat not later than 12 
o’clock on the previous day. : 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, 

July 13, 1893. 





TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 


Orpsr or Court. 
Tuesday, the 11th day of July, 1893. 
I, Farrer, Baron Herschell, Uord Chancellor of Great Britain, do 
hereby transfer the actions menti in the schedule hereto from the 
Honourable Mr. Justice Chitty and the Honourable Mr. Justice Kekewich 
respectively, to the Honourable Mr. Justice V Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 


Mr. Justice Currry. 
John Wood (Plaintiff) and Elmore’s French Patent Copper Depositing 
Co., Limited (Defendants) 1893 W No. 1,038 
Mr. Justice Kexewren. 





Tuesdays and Thursdays will be arranged as follows :— 
At 9.45—Ex parte applications and non-counsel summonses. 


Phili hen and Elmore’s French Patent Copper Depositing 
Co, Listed (Defendants) 1893 J No. 861 ‘ é 
BRSCHBLL, . 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
Re GERARD’S SETTLED ESTATES—No. 2, 18th July. 


Semiep Lanp—Improvements—Carrrat Mongys—Setriep Lanp Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 38), 8. 21, sup-secTions (3), (7); 8. 25—SeTriep 
Lanp Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vier. c. 69), s. 13, sun-secrions (2), (4). 
Appeal by Lord Gerard, the tenant for life of the Gerard Settled 

Estates, from the decision of Chitty, J. An estate called Eastwell Park 

had lately been purchased by Lord Gerard and the trustees of the Gerard 

Settled Estates, and was held subject to the same trusts as the rest of the 

Gerard Settled Estates. The tenant for life had requested the trustees to 

apply certain ‘‘ capital moneys’’ in their hands in payment of certain 

‘improvements’ proposed to be made on the Eastwell Park Estate. The 

proposed improvements consisted (inter alia) of additions to and alterations 

of the existing mansion-house at Eastwell Park, ¢.g., the building of two 
additional towers to match towers already existing, the building of an 
additional wing, the facing of the north side of the house with stone, 
and the introduction of mullioned windows, the pulling down of the 

present portico and the erection of a new one; also the building of a 

small Roman Catholic chapel ; the building of new and improved stables ; 

the erection of a small house for the residence of the estate agent. The 
total cost of the proposed improvements was estimated at £18,250, of 
which £7,250 was in respect of the stables and the agent’s house. The 
gross annual income of all the Gerard Settled Estates was £50,000, and 
the net income about £30,000. It appeared from the evidence that the 
= mausion-house at Eastwell Park was an old-fashioned building ; 

ut there was no evidence to shew that the building such as it stood was 
not in good repair. As to the stables, it was alleged that the existing 
stables were old-fashioned, inconvenient, and inadequate to the require- 
ments of the mansion-house. It was not alleged, however, that they were 
actually in bad repair. As to the proposed new house for the estate 
agent, it was alleged that there was no proper accommodation for him on 
the property, and that he had hitherto resided in one of the farmhouses on 

the estate. The question was whether the above-mentioned proposed im- 

provements were improvements authorized by the Settled Land Acts, 1882 

and 1890. Section 21 of the Settled Land Act, 1882, enacts as follows :— 

** Capital money arising under this Act, subject to payment of claims 

properly payable thereout, and to application thereof for any special 

authorized object for which the same was raised, shall, when received, be 
invested or otherwise applied wholly in one, or partly in one and partly in 
another or others, of the following modes, namely, sub-section (3) :—In 
payment for auy improvement authorized by this Act; sub-section (7), in 
purchase of land in fee simple.” Section 25 of the same Act specifies the 
improvements authorized by the Act, which include (inter alia) the erection 
of cottages for labourers and farm servants, and the erection of farm- 
houses, offices, and outbuildings, and other buildings for farm purposes; 
but that section makes no mention of any other class of building. Sec- 
tion 13 of the Settled Land Act, 1890, however, enacts that ‘‘ improve- 
ments authorized by the Act of 1882 shall include the following ’’ :—sub- 
section (2), ‘‘ Making any additions to or alterations in buildings reason- 
ably necessary or proper to enable the same to be let; sub-section (4), the 
rebuilding of the principal mansion-house on the settled land: provided 
that the sum to be applied under this sub-section shall not exceed one-half 
of the annual rental of the settled land.’’ Chitty, J., decided that none 
of the proposed improvemerts were authorized under the provisions of 
the Settled Land Acts, and that the trustees could not apply “ capital 
moneys ’”’ in payment for the propo:ed improvements. The tenant for life 
appealed. Upon the bearing of the appeal the appellant’s counsel aban- 
doned the appeal, except with regard to the stables and the agent’s house. 

Tue Court (Lixpiey, Lopes, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linpiey, L.J., said that the first question was as to the true mode of 
construing the Settled Land Acts. The appellant’s counsel relied on the 
doctrine laid down in Drake v. Trefusis (28 W. R. 762, L. R. 10 Ch. App. 
364), where it had been held under the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 
1845, that money arising from the sale of settled land to a railway com- 
pany, end which was to be laid out in the purchase of other land, might 

applied to the erection of buildings on land subject to-the settlement, 
and they contended that that doctrine was applicable under the Settled 

Land Acts to capital moneys; and that as, under section 21, sub-section 

(7), of the Act of 1882, capital moneys might be applied in.the ‘*‘ purchase 

ot land,”’ co it might be applied in the erection of buildings on the settled 

land. But in his lordship’s opinion the Settled Land Acts formed a code 
of their own, and be thought that it would be a mistake to apply to sub- 
recticn 7 of section 21 the principle of construction which hea been 
adopted with regard to another Act, which had entirely different objects. 

Section 21 contained an enumeration of the purposes to which capital 

money might be applied, and, having regard to section 25, his hi 

could not construe sub-section 7 of section 21 as authorizing that whic 

the court bad held could be done under the Lands Clauses Act. The line 
of cases under the latter Act was inconsistent with section 25 of the Act 
of 1882. The court must look at the Settled Land Acts alone, and see 
whether the proposed improvements were authorized by those Acts. His 
lordship could not find there anything which authorized the ex: iture 
of “capital moneys ”’ simply in beautifying an ugly house. applied 
to several of the pro improvements. The same observation applied 
to the ‘a if the tenant wished to have a chapel he must pay for it 
himself. The same observation applied also to the egent’s house. But 
reliance was placed on the decidion of Bacon, V.C., in Re Houghton’s 


Estate (833 W. R. 869, 30 Ch. D. 102). 


agent lived, and, if so, there would be no difficulty in allowing 
mditure. If it was really a separa 
ship did not think that the Vice-Chancellor’s decision was in con. 
formity with the Act. As to the stables, nothing was said about stables 
in the Acts. 
not so much under the Act of 1882 as under section 13 of the Act of 1899, 
which had certainly enlarged section 25 of the Act of 1882. The buil 
of stables might be authorized by sub-section 2 of section 13 of the Act 
1890 if they were ‘‘ reasonably necessary or proper to enable the same to 
be let.”’ But, when there was no intention of letting, his lordship 
with the decision of Chitty, J., in Re De Teissier’s Settled Estates (41 W. R. 
184; 1893, 1 Ch. 153) that capital moneys could not be expended for any 
of the p mentioned in sub-section 2 of section 13. Lord Gerard 
was not thinking of letting the Eastwell house; he intended to live in if, 
Some p t of letting the house or some intention to let it o 
shewn. ben sub-section 4 of section 13 authorized the expenditure of 
capital money in ‘“‘ rebuilding the principal mansion-house on the settled 
land,”’ and it was said that the stables were part of the principal mansion. 
house, and that capital money, up to the statute limit, might 
in rebuilding them. Whether stables were or were not part of the 
— mansion-house was a question of fact in each particular case, 
t might be that in the present case the old stables were so used for the 
purposes of the principal mansion-house, and were so close to it, that they 
might be regarded as part of it. 


not be regarded as a rebuilding of the principal mansion-house, even 
assuming tbat it could have been so sogulal if the stables had become 
ruinous or had been burnt down. 

Lorgs, L.J., concurred. 

A. L. Surrn, L.J., also concurred, and added that in his view the words 


and was not limited to the icular estate on which the mansion-house 
was situate. The other Lo 
view.—CounsEL, Byrne, Q.C., and Upjohn; T. C. Wright. 
Meynell & Pemberton, 


(Reported by M. J. Biaxz, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re ENGLISH, SCOTTISH, AND AUSTRALIAN CHARTERED BANK— 
No. 2, 13th July. 


Soutcrrors, 


Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 39), ss. 15, 80, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Vaughan Williams, J. (ante, p. 619), 
provisionally sanctioning a scheme of arrangement under the Joint-S 


court is guided as to sanctioning a scheme which has been approved by 
proxy communicated by telegram, and (3) of the requirements of the 

tamp Act in relation of letters of attorney for appointing proxies. The 
bank was an English one, and the bulk of its shareholders were English, 
though its businers was carried on in Australia. It was not registered, 
but was incorporated by charter in 1852. Its nominal capital was 
£1,500,000, of which £900,000 had been issued in 45,000 shares of £20 
each. In April, 1893, it suspended payment, and on the 26th of that 
month a compulsory winding-up order was made. A petition to the 
court to sanction the scheme was presented by the official receiver, acting 
was alleged) by a statutory majority of creditors. The meeting of 
18th of May. On the Ist of July Vaughan Williams, J., sanctioned the 
scheme provisionally—subject to his being satisfied as to the proper con- 
stitution and corporate existence of the new company contemplated by the 
scheme under conditions suitable for carryi 


From that decision the present appeal was brought by seven Scotch 


to form a new bank, under the title of 
tered 


Under the scheme it was proposed 
‘The English, Scottish, and Australian Bank (Limited),’’ to be regis 


in 45,000 shares of £35 each. 
lants that the proposed scheme was 
of making a strong bank and not 


numbers of the majority were only obtained by admitting as valid the 


properly constituted proxies. 

Lane Cover (Lrypiey, Lorzs, and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 

Linvtey, L.J., first dealing with the general question of the scheme 
said that, in his opinion, it was not just to say, as had been urged, that it 


it was a scheme to pay the creditors by resuscitating the bank, the 

way by which the creditors could be paid. The scheme had been 

by an enormous majority, but that was not enough. There was more in 

section 2 of the Act of 1870 than that. The duty of the court in 

oe aver + hag) ery cep ary gis Ape discussed by the courts, and 
anything to what had been 





his lordship did not know that he could 


Bee July 22, 1893, 
His lordship was inclined tg” 
think that in that case the house was a farmhouse in which the” 
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te house for the agent, his lord. | 


It was said that the building of stables was authorized ~ 


expended 


But could sub-section 4 apply when the ~ 
pulling down of the old stables was merely to suit the fancy of the tenant ~ 
for life? It was only an artistic fancy of the tenant for life, and could ~ 


** one-half of the annual rental of the settled land’’ used in sub-section ~ 
(4) of section 13 of the Act of 1890 meant the whole of the settled estate, © 


the statutory majority of creditors; (2) of the validity of votes given by © 


in the name of the bank. The scheme had been properly approved (as ~ 
creditors was held under an order made by Vaughan Williams, J , on the a 


the scheme into effect. — 


insurance companies, which were creditors to the amount of £92,000. — 


under the Companies Acts, 1862 to 1890, with a share capital of £1,575,000 © 
It was contended on behalf of the appel-~ 


to really as one for the Purp 3 
4 fide by a majority actuated by ~ 
considerations of the interests of the creditors, and that the actual ~ 


was @ scheme to resuscitate the bank and not to pay the creditors; rather 
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Company —Winpinec up—Scueme or ARRANGEMENT — Proxy —Stamp— © 
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said in Re Alabama, New Orleans, Texas, and Pacific Junction Railway Co. (35 
Sotrcrrors’ JournaL, 137; 1891, 1 Ch. 213; 39 W. R. Dig. 49); there it 
was laid down that in exercising the power of sanctioning a scheme of 
arrangement conferred by the Act the court would not only ascertain that 
all the statutory conditions had been complied with, but would also con- 
sider whether the class of creditors summoned to the meeting was fairly 
represented by those who attended, and whether the statutory majority 
who approved of the scheme were acting bond fide, or were seeking to 
promote interests adverse to those of the class whom they prof to 
represent, and, generally, whether the arrangement was such as a man of 
business would reasonably approve. It was obvious, from the language of 
the Act and from the construction which had been put u it, that the 
court did not simply register a scheme that had received the support of a 
statutory majority of creditors; on the other hand, it ought to be slow to 
depart from what the meeting had done, unless there was something pointed 
out as wrong. An objection was raised about the proxies. The Act 

uired a majority in number representing three-fourths in value of the 
creditors or class of creditors present, either in person or by proxy, at the 
meeting ; ‘‘ by proxy” there meant ‘‘ by living agent.” e Australian 
creditors were not present themselves, but they were by proxy; the 
difficulty was that the papers, the paper proxies by which the living 
proxies were appointed, were not in thiscountry. That difficulty had been 
foreseen by Vaughan Williams, J.,and had been provided for by him in the 
order directing the calling of the meeting. By that order he provided that 
‘the said creditors and contributories respectively be permitted to vote at 
the said meetings oF ag epen or by proxy, and that the creditors and contri- 
butories in Australia be at liberty to give proxies to persons to be de: ted 
for the purpose by the applicant ’’—the official receiver and provisional 
liquidator—‘‘ for or against the scheme, or to any other person entitled to 
yote at the meeting whom they may think proper: provided that such 
proxies be deposited at the office in Melbourne or Sydney of the company 
not later than three days prior to the holding of the meetings in London, 
and that particulars of the proxies so deposited be communicated by 
telegram to the applicant for use at the said meetings.” That was a new 
form of order adapted to the necessities of the time; it was utilizing the 
new means of communication of the telegraph which it would be futile to 

be expected to disregard. The question was, Had Vaughan Williams, J:, 

power to make such an order? ‘The answer was to be found in reading 

section 91 of the Companies Act, 1862, and coupling it with section 2 of 
the Act of 1870. Section 91 of the Act of 1862 eaid that the court might, 

“as to all matters relating to the winding up, have regard to the wishes of 

the creditors or contributories as proved to it by any sufficient evidence,’’ and 

might direct meetings to be called in such manner as the court directed 
for the purpose of ascertaining their wishes. It appeared to his lordship 
that it was not beyond the power of the judge to make the order he had 
made. So far, then, as to that objection to the proxies. Then it was 
objected, further, that there was something wrong with them in regard 
to the stamp. Section 80 of the Stamp Act, 1891, provided that (1) every 
letter or power of attorney for the purpose of appointing a proxy to 
vote at a meeting, and every voting paper, thereby respectively charged 
with the duty of one penny, . . . . was to be available only at the 
meeting specified and any adjournment thereof ; (2) the duty of one penny 
might be denoted by an adhesive stamp, which was to be cancelled by the 
person by whom the instrument was executed, and a letter or power of 
attorney or voting paper charged with the duty of one penny was not to 
be stamped after execution: (3) every person who made, or executed, or 
voted, or attempted to vote, under or by means of any such letter or 

wer of attorney or voting paper not being duly stamped, should incur a 

e of £50, and every vote given or tendered under the authority 
or by means of the letter or power of attorney or voting paper 
should be void. That section must be construed with reference to 
the schedule, which prescribed for a letter or power of attorney, or 
other instrument in the nature thereof, ‘‘(1) for the sole p of 
appointing or authorizing a proxy to vote at any one meeting at which 
votes may be given by proxy, whether the number of persons named in 
such instrument be one or more, one penny”; and ‘“‘ (6) of any other 

kind whatsoever not hereinbsfore described, ten shillings.” Section 80 

enabled you to use a proxy for the purposes of one meeting with a penny 

stamp only, and if in the present case the proxies given were proxies to 
which a penny stamp was applicable they would be on the ground of 
having been used without having been stamped first. But as an answer 


aise mid aggre Bhs with regard to it 
lordship would say . 
case of Bewicke v. Graham would be found to cover the 
question as to production of the documents was raised. His lordship could 
not distinguish as case from the peeet onie, and being 
Court of A: t was binding on r 
was, in Rp arwhndh quite inconsistent with the decision of the Divisional 
Court in McLean v. Jones. 


and Wright, JJ.) holding that an affidavit of documents made by the 
plaintiff was insufficient. The action was for , and the defence 
leaded was a it of way over the locus in quo. se earn 
‘or discovery of ts, and the plaintiff made an affidavit in he 
stated that he had in his possession ‘‘ certain documents numbered 1 to 26 
inclusive, which are tied up in a bundle marked A and initialed by the 
deponent ; the said documents relate ante © Soe or to the case of 
the plaintiff, and not to the case of the t, nor do they tend to 
support it; wherefore the plaintiff objects to produce the same and says 
they are —- from production.”” The defendant thereupon — 
that the plaintiff might be ordered to make a farther and better affidavit 
of documents, The Divisional Court, considering itself bound = 
decision of another divisional court in the case of McLean v. Jones (66 L. T. 
N. 8. 653), held that the affidavit of the tiff, in the form in which it 
was made, was not sufficient, and ordered a further and better affidavit. 
The plaintiff appealed. The cases of Taylor v. Batten (27 W. R. 106, 4 
Q. B. D. 85), Bewicke v. Graham (29 W. R. 436, 
Young (49 L. T. N. 8. 736), Jenkins v. Bushby (3. 
General v. Thompson (8 Ha. 106), Emmerson v. 
Cas. 300), and Morris v. Edwards (15 App. Cas. 309) were cited on beha.f 
of the appellant. On behalf of the y 
General v. Emmerson (31 W. R. 191, 10 Q. B. D. 191), Coombe v. Corporation 
of London (1 Y. & Coll., at p. 651), Mansell v. Feeney (2 J. & H. 320), and 
McLean v. Jones were cited. 

Tus Court (Lrxpiey and Lorgs, L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. — 

Linviey, L.J., said that in point of form the question raised by the 
—— whut was necessary to be set out in the affidavit to make it « 
sufficient affidavit of documents? Upon that point Taylor v. Batten was 
conclusive. The F gore oy of that case was enunciated in the following 
passage (4 Q. B. D., at p. 89): “‘ The principle of our decision is, that the 
object of the affidavit is to enable the court to make an order for the pro- 
duction of the documents mentioned in it, if the court think fit so to do, 
and that a description of the documents, which enables roduction, if 
ordered, to be enforced, is sufficient.” The description of documents 
given in the affidavit in the present case was sufficient to identify the 
documents and enable the court to order them to be produced and to 
enforce production, if uction could be rightly The affidavit 
accordingly was a cient affidavit. The argument that the affidavit 
should have stated that the documents in question did ‘‘ not tend to im- 

h the plaintiff's title,” was met by the decisions of the House of 
ords in Morris v. Edwards and Emmerson v. Ind. The affidavit had aleo 
been objected to because it stated that the documents related to the case 
of the plaintiff as well as to the title of the plaintiff, but that was a point 


which did not affect the question of the y ~ the affidavit, but 


made by the defendant, yet, as the 
uction of 


a decision of the 
The case of Bewicke v. Graham 


Lorgs, L.J., concurred.—Counset, Montague Lush; J. B. Bankes. 


Souicrrors, G. W. Barnard; W. H. Withall § Co. 


[Reported by M. J. Buaxs, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


ENOCH & SONS v. THE MOROCCO BOUND SYNDICATE (LIM) AND 


LETTY LIND—Chitty, J., [4th July. 


Copyricnt—InTernationaL Coprrignt—Sono First Paopucep in Traty— 


INFRINGEMENT — QuanTITY oF Marrgr TAKEN — QUALITY oF Martrsr 
TAKEN—LNJUNCTION. 


This was a motion by the plaintiffs to restrain the defendants from 





to the objection it was said that these proxies did not depend on the penny 
stamp section, but on the ten shilling stamp section, and his lordship 
thought that was the true answer, and then, if that was so, the 15th sec- 
tion applied, which said that, save where other express provision was in 
the Act made, any unstamped instrument might be stamped after execu- 
tion on payment as therein mentioned. So that objection failed also. 
As to the merits of the scheme, there were objectious to it that were 
plain enough, no doubt, but they were not strong enough to make the 
court refuse to give its sanction. The appeal must be dismissed. 


Lorrs and A. L. Smrru, L.JJ., concurred.—Counsen, Finlay, Q.C., 
Phipson Beale, Q.C., and 0. E. E. Jenkins; Latham, Q.C., and Howard 
Wright ; Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Whinney ; Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., and 
Swinfen Eady. Souscrrorns, Murray ¢ Hutchins; Freshfields § Williams ; 
Slaughter ¢ May ; Parker, Garrett, § Parker. 


(Reported by Antaur Lawnence, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BUDDEN +. WILKINSON—No. 2, 14th July. 
Practice—Dtscovery—Arripavit o¥ Documents—Svrricrency—Propve- 


TION or DocuMEnts—PxtviLeGes—DocuM&nTs RELATING SOLELY TO PLAIN | 


tirr’s Case—R, 8. O., XXXI., 11-14. 
Appeal by the plaintiff from a judgment of a divisional court (Mathew 


infringing the plaintiffs’ copyright in a known as “ $ 
that was first produced in Italy in 1891. It that the 

eyaticate ta heel St See © oe : Theatre a piece called 
‘*Morocco Bound,” uding a song called “ te of Monte 
Carlo,” which was sung and performed in ‘‘ Morocco Bound by 
defendant Letty Lind. The plaintiffs, . = 
entitled in May lest By sts{ mmersonation oo performance tn tia Sounty 
of Mar that the refrain of “‘ Marguerite of Monte 


oO! «s 


: 
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Looking to this his lordship was not prepared to refuse the motion on the 
ground that the amount taken was small. But before he decided any 
question of the kind before him, more or less depending on expert 
evidence, bis lordship would like to see the witnesses put to the test, for 
which there was no substitute, of cross-examination. Then there wa; at | 
least one question to be settled of interpretation of the Copyright Acts 
which would require careful consideration. In the present state of the | 
law such questions were very difficult to determine, and his lordship | 
regretted that the Legislature had no+ amended and consolidated the | 
mass of enactments upon the interpretation of which such questions | 
depended. It was of great importance to the public that the enactments | 
on such a subject should be consolidated and presented in a form which 
ordinary men could understand. On the balance of convenience and in- 
convenience his lordship considered that he would inflict much less harm 
on the plaintiffs by refusing than on the defendants by granting the 
injunction. The right order was to refuse the motion, costs to be costs 
in the action.—CounseL, Cutler, QC., and E. Ford; Byrne, Q.C., and 
F. Dodd. Soutcrrors, Dizon, Watts, § Elkin ; Vallance, Birkbeck, § Barnard. 
[Reported by J. F. Watry, Barrister-at-Law. | 


WHADCOAT v. THE SHROPSHIRE RAILWAY CO.—Chitty, J., 18th July. 


Rartway — Temporary pisuszs — ConTRACTOR IN POSSESSION FOR PURPOSES 
OF REPAIR—RecEIVER—ReEmovAL or Switcues AND Rarits ny ConTRACcTOR 
—Ricut TO HAVE UNDERTAKING PRESERVED—CoNTEMPT or CovURT. 


In 1891 the plaintiff, suing on behalf of himself and other debenture- 
holders of the defendant railway company, had obtained an order 
appointing a receiver of the property and assets of the defendant company, 
and he now moved for an order for the committal of the respondent, a 
railway contractor, for contempt in taking up five pairs of switches and 
two lengths of rail forming part of the company’s railway. It appeared 
that the railway was constructed many years ago, but for some time past 
had not been worked for public traffic. In August, 1890, the respondent 
entered into a contract with the defendant company to reinstate the line, 
and the respondent, having been put into possession for such purpose, had 
remained in possession since. He claimed considerable sums as due to 
him under the contract, and had obtained judgment against the company 
for of his claim. The company having failed to pay, he had ceased to 
work, and the works were at a standstill. The contract, however, had 
not been determined, and he was ready and willing to resume the works 
as soon as be could obtain payment. The respondent, having heard 
rumours of a project to use the line for traffic by horse power, and 
negotiations baving in fact taken place for the appointment of the plain- 
tiff as receiver and as manager of the line for the purpose of so working 
it, removed the switches and lengths of rail to prevent the line being so 
used, such user being detriments] to his interest under the contract. ‘The 
respondent knew of the appointment of the receiver. 

Curtry, J., said that the possession of the contractor was not an abso- 
lute or exclusive possession, but a qualified possession merely for the 
purpoces of the works. The romoval complained of was not justified by 
the terms of the respondent’s contract. The removal was an act of waste 
and destruction and without justification, and any claim by the respondent 
to remove the switches and rails would, if pressed to its extreme, result in 
being a claim to destroy the line. It was, however, contended for the 

dent that the acts complained of did not constitute any interference 
with the receiver or his rights or duties. The position of the receiver was 
best ascertained by considering the rights of the debenture-holders. 
These were settled by Gardner v. London, Chatham, and Dover Railway Co. 
(15 W. R. 325, L. R. 2 Ch. 201), where Lord Cairns said (L. R. 2 Ch., at p. 
217) that the living and going concern created by the Legislature must not 
under a contract pledging it as security be destroyed, broken up, or 
annihilated. This statutory contract bound both parties, and the railway 
company just as much as the debenture-holders were precluded by it from 
destroying or breaking up the concern. Similarly, a contractor put into 
poreestion by the company of works for the purpose of repairs, however 
extensive, or of reinstating the line was equally precluded from destroy- 
ing or breaking up the concern. Now, in the ordinary case of a 
railway open for public traffic and earning tolls, the receiver ap- 
ted by the court on behalf of the debenture-holders could not 
terfere with the management of the concern, nor could he oust the 
railway company from possession of the railway. But his powers and 
duties comprised the doing of all such acts as were necessary or proper 
for the purposes of rp yoo | payment of the tolls and (to adopt 
Lord Cairns’s metaphor) of gathering the fruit of the living tree, and he 
was to preserve the tree itself. His rights and duties were of a 
possessory nature. By the receiver as its officer the court took the under- 
taking into its custody and intervened for the protection of the rights of 
the debenture-holders, inclu their right to have the undertaking pre- 
served, and to prevent its being broken up. For the decision of the present 
case it was not necessary to consider more minutely the exact tion of 
the receiver in regard to possession. It was sufficient to hold, as he did 
hold, that there had been an unjustifiable interference with the rights and 
duties of the receiver. It was immaterial that the line was not at present 
being actually worked for public traffic, the capacity of the line to earn 
profits being injured. The contractor should obviously have applied to 
the court for leave to proceed to enforce his rights, without being guilty 
of contempt by reason of the poesession of the receiver: see Angel v. Smith 
(9 Ves. 335) and Lane v. Capsey (40 W. R. 87; 1891, 3 Ch. 411). On the 
respondent’s undertaking to replace the switches and rails within a week, 
his lordship would make no order except that the respondent should pay 
the costs of the motion.—Covnsgr, H. D. Greene, QO., and Kirby; Sir 
Horace Davey, Q.0., Byrne, Q.C., and Dunham, Sorscrrons, Bircham § Co. ; 
Larry § Sherlock. 





(Reported by J. F. Warey, Barrister-at-Law.]} 





TREMOILLE ». CHRISTIE—Stirling, J., 13th July. 








Facror—PAamntING HANDED over TO Dgater ty Paints ann Drawimes | 
FOR THE PURPOSE oF SaALuE—PLepcE—Vauipiry—Facrors Act (5 & § = 





Vicr. c. 39). 
Plaintiff was the owner of an oil painting by Pater called “‘A Pate 
mpétre,” and in February, 1887, he handed it over for the purpose of 
sale to Thibaudeau, who formerly carried on business in London ag g 


dealer in prints and drawings and also to some extent in pictures on com. 
i Captain Bland in February, 1887, advanced £1,000 to Thiban. 7 


mission. 
deau on the security of certain drawings and etchings, and it was 

that the loan should be repaid by instalments. The drawings and etchi 
were deposited with Mr. Doyle, one of the defendants, who was the 

and solicitor of Bland. In June, 1887, the oil painting by Pater was by 


arrangement between Thibaudeau and Bland delivered to Doyle as agent ~ 
and 
eau. The evidence shewed that ~~ 


for Bland as security for the loan in substitution for the drawings 
etchings, which were returned to Thiband 
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Thibaudeau had no authority from the plaintiff to pledge the painting, and © 
that neither Bland nor Doyle had any knowledge or notice that it was not ~~ 


the absolute property of Thibaudeau. 
ment of the instalments under the agreement of February, 1887, 


and H. Custance, as executors of Bland, who was dead, instructed Mesars, 
Christie, Manson, & Woods, to sell the painting. On the 12th of ju 4 
ery 


1891, the plaintiff ascertained that the painting was about to be sold, 
on the 18th of June, 1891, he issued his writ in this action for the recov 


of the painting. A motion was made to restrain the sale on the 19th of © 


June, and it was ordered that the defendants should pay the proceeds of 
sale into court. 


shit ecm 


On the 20th of June the picture was sold and the proceeds — 


Default having been made in pay. © 


eat 


were paid into court. The plaintiff claimed to be entitled to the sumgp | 


paid in. The defendants, other than Messrs. Christie & Co,, who were 
dismissed from the action, claimed the benefit of the Factors Act (5 & 6 Vict, 
c. 39), and in their counter-claim asked for a declaration that they wer 
entitled to a charge or lien on the said sum of money for the amount of 
the principal, interest, and costs due to them as executors of Bland, and 
on their behalf Heyman v. Flewker (13 C. B. N.S. 519, 11 W. R. C. L. Dig, 
54) was relied on. For the plaintiff it was contended that Thibaudeau wag 
not a mercantile agent who had power to sell or pledge goods in the cuss 
tomary course of his business, and that, therefore, the Factors Act did not 
afford the defendants any protection, and reliance was placed on the case 
of Hastings v. Pearson (41 W. R. 127; 1893, 1 Q. B. 62). 


Srrauine, J., after stating the facts, said that the defendants had estab- 
lished to his satisfaction that the painting had been bond fide depot 
with them by way of security for the advance and in substitution for the 
articles originally deposited. The question then arose whether the trans- 
action was within the protection of the Factors Act (5 & 6 Vict. c. 39), 
Upon that Act the case of Heyman v. Flewker had been cited as an autho- 
rity, which it was contended he was not at liberty to disregard. ‘The 
decision of the Court of Common Pleas in that case was delivered by 
Willes, J., than whom there could not possibly be any higher aut 
upon such a question as this. That case was decided in 1863, and 


been cited without disapproval in various cases, and it seemed to him to ~ 


be an authority by which he was completely bound. It was a strong case, 
for there the person with whom the goods were deposited was simply an 
insurance agent, and by being intrusted with them for the purpose of sale 


he was held to be authorized to pledge them. Here the business of Thi- — 
baudeau was stated to be that of a dealer in prints and drawings and pic- ~ 
tures, and it seemed to his lordship that in that respect the present case ~ 


was @ very much stronger one than the case before the Common Pleas. If 
had been pointed out that the Factors Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict.c. 45), coms 
fined the powers under the Acts to mercantile agents, and that it had 
been decided in the case of Hastings v. Pearson that the Act of 1889 applied 
only to persons who were mercantile agents, and it was said that that case 
was an authority which enabled his lordship to disregard Heyman ¥. 
Flewker. He could not treat Heyman v. Flewker in that way. It might 


be that when a case similar to that case arose there would be a serious 
question whether the provisions of the Act of 1889 were to be appliedin ~ 


the same way as the provisions of the Act 5 & 6 Vict. c. 39 were applied ia 
the case of Heyman v. Flewker, but with that he had nothing todo. The 
present case was governed by the provisions of the 5 & 6 Vict. c. 39, upon 
which it seemed to his lordship that Hey:nan v. Flewker was a binding and 
direct authority. He held, therefore, that Thibaudeau was an agent in- 


sii) sy 





trusted with the painting within the meaning of the 5 & 6 Vict. c. 39, ~~ 


and that consequently he was entitled to pledge it. The defendants 





had established their title, and there must be an account of what oe 


was due to them in respect of the pledge, with the usual directions—= 
as 


CounsgL, Philbrick, Q.C., and Maughan ; tings, Q.C., and F. Whi 
Soricrrons, Dizon, Weld, § Dixons, for Sewell § Maugham, Paris; F. A. 
Doyle. 

be [Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.]} 


Re A., B. v. C.—Kekewich, J., 14th July. 


Mannrep Woman—Removat or Restraint on AnrictraTion—OonveYaNcing 


Act, 1881 (44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), 8. 39. 


This was a motion to discharge an order made in chambers, refusing the 3 
Mi f the restraint 


summons of the plaintiff, a married woman, for the removal o 
on anticipation under her marriage settlement. The trusts of the settles 
ment were for the wife for life for her rate use, without power of 





anticipation ; then for the husband for lifes then for the children of the 
marriage. In the event of there being no children, if the wife ; 
the husband she was to be entitled to the settled propert, 
the husband survived the wife the property was to be 


absolutely; if § 
upon trust for ~ 
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guch persons as the wife should appoint. It was desired to raise a sum 
of £3,000 to be applied in discharge of debts of the husband, and for this 

the plaintiff sought to have the restraint on anticipation removed. 
Phe husband, who was understood to be about forty-four years of 
age, was admitted a solicitor in 1873, and in 1878 started business on his 
own account. This business proved unsuccessful and was discontinued 
in 1887. Subsequently to that date he acted as clerk to a firm 
of solicitors, but owing to changes in the management of the business he 
was forced to leave this post in October, 1892, since which date he had 
been without employment. The husband’s debts amounted to £3,311, for 
a part of which, viz., £1,911, the wife had made herself ible. It 
appeared from the evidence that daring the last six years the household 
expenses of the husband and wife had been a little under £300 a year. 
The husband and wife were married in 1883, but there were no children 
of the marriage. 

Kzxewicu, J., said that the class of cases known as “‘ non-contentious ”’ 
was often by far the most difficult, and it was very often impossible to do 
any good. In applications like the present it was easy to yield to 
representations of worry and ill-health, and equally easy to be firm and 
to decline consideration of such matters. In the present case, if he were 
to grant the application, the income would be reduced from £350 to £170 a 
year, and though he was sure the parties had every intention of being 
economical, he must decline to bring about this reduction. The object of 
the restraint on anticipation was to protect the wife from the husband, 
and if he yielded in the present case he would be going in the teeth of 
the rule. His lordship did not wish his decision to be put upon discretion, 
but was of opinion that the Act did not apply to such a case as the 

resent. The case referred to of Re Milner’s Settlement (40 W. R.76; 1891, 

Oh. 547) was of no assistance, because there the learned judge 
sanctioned a scheme which he believed to be for the benefit of the married 
woman. ‘There would be no order except that the application stand over 
generally, with liberty for the trustees to apply as to coste.—Counss1, 
Warmington, Q.C., and Majdlow ; Keary. Souscrrons, Mear § Fowler; Wed- 
lake, Letis, § Wedlake. 

[Reported by Anno.tp Grover, Barrister-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


MAYOR, &c., OF SOUTHPORT (Appellants), ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE 
OF THE ORMSKIRK UNION AND THE OVERSEERS OF THE POOR 
OF THE TOWNSHIP OF BIRKDALE (Respondents)—17th July. 


Poon Rare—Svurriy or Gas sy Corporation or A Boroven — Lianiuiry 
or CorroraTion To Be RaTep in REspEcT oy Gas Matns anp Prrzs— 
OccuPaTION. 

This was a special case stated for the opinion of the court under 12 & 
13 Vict. c. 45, s. 1, by consent and by order of Wills, J., the question 
being as to the liability of the appellants, the Corporation of the ee 
of Southport, to be rated in respect of certain gas mains and pipes. T 
appellants were the owners and occupiers of gasworks in eee and 
were authorized by statute to supply gas in the township of Birkdale. By 
section 43 of the Southport Improvement Act, 1871, it was enacted that 
the Birkdale Local Board should have the exclusive right, except as there- 
inafter provided, of laying gas mains and pipes within the township, and 
should forever thereafter keep their then and future mains and the 
public lamps in the township in good repair, and 
poration of Southport the use of the same for the supply of gas for public 
and private purposes within the fomnaeiys in consi tion of the pay- 
ments by the corporation as provided for by the section. The Birkdale 
Local Board did accordingly lay mains and pipes within the township 
and kept the same in good re and condition, and did afford to the 
appellants the use of the mains for the supply of gas to the township in 
pursuance of the Act. The mains were not asa matter of fact oe for 
wny purpose other than that for which they were used by the appellants. 
By section 3 of the Southport Improvement Act, 1876, the Gas Works 
Clauses Act, 1847, was incorporated with that Act, subject to the proviso 
that sections 6 to 12 of the Gas Works Olauses Act, 1847, should be put in 
force within the township by the Birkdale Local Board, and that the word 
“undertakers ’’ in clauses 6 to 12 and 19 to 29 of the same Act should 
apply to and mean the Birkdale Local Board and not the Corporation of 
Southport. As a matter of fact the appellants had up to the present time 
made the service connections with the mains, except for the public —_ 
in the township ; they had provided and laid the service pipes from the 
mains to the premises of the consumers, the cost of such co 
pipes being paid by the consumers, and the le Ce pmag kept all the service 

pes in repair and also charged and collected all gas rents. On tho 23rd 
of June, 1893, the appellants were assessed and rated as occu of the 


B 


gas mains and pi we the toes Se Se ee ee lor the relief | in 


of the poor of Birkdale. The a ts contended that they were not the 
occupiers of the gas mains and , but had a mere easement or right of 
enjoyment in respect thereof by virtue of section 43 of the Sou 


i 
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port were liable to be rated in respect of certain gas pipes. The case 
turned on section 43 of the Southport Improvement Act, 1871, and the 
Te pomstion Sunt Uhscoemeneaanbaleanel anit 7 of that section, 
corporation were the occupiers pes or not. 
the Birkdale Local Board were the owners of the pr 
oe 7 aon hey whee deuetan a feats Gooneomien _ 

ts) m. t, A 
castiluted tho conpenstion the-escupians bv cas puinstple uals 
constit e one principle w 
all the cases which had been cited was that primd facie the owner was the 
occupier, but that he might divest himself ota nee Ownership 
and occupation were simply names given to bundles of rights, and if un 
owner granted away a certain limited right, but retained all his ts 
except that which he expressly " the authorities shewed 
he remained the occupier ; but if he granted away all his rights generally, 
with the exception of some retained to himself, then in that case 
he ceased to be the occupier. A) erga gone gm to this case, the 
local board were the owners of mains they Log wey a the cor- 
poration the use of the mains, not generally, but simply for the supply of 
gas. The local board had parted the use of the mains for 
particular purpose, and the rights of the were strictly limited 
and confined to the use of the mains for that purpose ; wapropter hy a 
remained in the local board.. They were bound to the mains, 
might take them up and relay + and might 
within certain limits. Therefore the corporation were not the occupiers 
of the pipes, and were not liable to be rated in respect of them. 

Wricur, J., concurred.—Counsgt, Leese, Q.C., and 8. T. Evans; A. T. 
Lawrence. Soxtcrrors, Andrew, Mellor, § Smith, for J. Davies Williams, 
See eg Southport; Rovweliffes, Rawle, § Co., for Alfred Dickenson, 

rms kirk. 


(Reported by F. O. Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. } 


GREAT WESTERN RAILWAYS CO. v. THE COMMISSIONERS OF INLAND 
REVENUVE—18th July. 


Revenve—Sramp Dury—Conveyance ox Transrer on Satep—AMALGAMA- 
Tron or Ramway Companres py Act or Partrament—Sramp Acr, 1891 
(54 & 55 Vier. c. 39), s. 57 anv Ist Scuepurz. 


The question in this case was whether a Queen’s printers’ copy of the 
Great Western Railway Act, 1892 {68 & 56 Vict. c. xxxiii.) was chargeable 
with stamp duties as an executed tin wri in respect of the 
amalgamation of certain railway companies with the Great Western Co. 
It was provided by that Act (section 32) that ‘A 

of this Act shall be c le with the same stamp duty as would 
chargeable if the transac effected by the Act with reference to each of 
the amalgamated companies were a transaction effected by an executed 
instrument in writing sme the copy were the instrument.” By the Act 
the undertakings of the ay ary subject to their debts 
and liabilities, were am with toe ones Western Go. as from the 
Ist of July, 1892. were four in number, 
Wellington Funefion Hal 


and Severn J ores the (inn Beiewy the Newent 
Railway, and the Ross and Led In the Welling- 
ton Severn Co., £59,830 uarani Stock of the Great 
Western Co. was issued on the date of to the shareholders 
of the company. In of the Calne Co, a debenture 


respect 
debt of £11,600 was undertaken by the Great Western Co. The Com- 
missioners of Inland Revenue were of opinion that if the transaction 
effected by the Act with reference to each of the amalgamated companies had 
been effected by an executed instrument in writing, that instrument would 
be chargeable with ad valorem duty in respect of the value 
tion of the stock issued to the shareholders of 
and Severn Co, under the head ‘‘ Conveyance or Transfer 
first schedule to the Stamp a, 1891, 
~ a, age ar debt of the ha bn gag Me 
u of ten each respect ennguestios 
of the Newent and the and Ledbury Cos. head, 
‘Conveyance or transfer of 
the same schedule. The ascertained under section 6 
the ene At 1891, the value of the above-mentioned stock of 
Western Oo., and assessed the duty upon the Se eure ae 


. 
i 
ee 
ole 


: 


Shays ey ey 

on sale ; i 

they did not stand in the relation of vendors to the Great we 
Act 


That pany had ee Seer Se eee 
hoe om the date of amalgamation, the 


mere. 


Improvement Act, 1871, and that they were not assessable or rateable to the | Veyan 


poor rate in respect thereof. The respondents, the Assessment Committee 
of the Ormskirk Union, contended that the appellants were the cccupiers 


were of opinion that the appellants were not occupiers of the gas mains 
and Pipes, and were not rateable in respect thereof, then judgment was 
to be for the appellants. 


Tue Covrr (Cave and Wxscut, JJ;).gave ent in favour of the 
an , JJ.) gave judgm 
Cavz, J., said that the question was whether the Corporation of South-, 
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Therefore there was a conveyance on sale which must be stamped accord 
ing to the provisions of the Stamp Act. 

Waricut, J.—I am of the same opinion. This was a transfer on sale ; 
the lines of the smaller companies are now the lines of the larger com- 
pany Such a transfer cannot take place in this way under an Act of 

arliament without the consent of the companies whose property is to be 
transferred. That was obtained here, and the result is a conveyance on sale 
which must be stamped. Judgment for the Crown.—Counsg, R. B. 
Haldane, Q.0., and F. W. Pember ; Sir Charles Russell, A.G., and Danck- 
werts. Soxtcrrorns, R. R. Nelson ; The Solicitor of Inland Revenue. 


[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. THE MILFORD DOCKS CO.—17th July. 


Intanp Revenver— Stock —SxHare Caprrai —Increasz iN AMOUNT OF 
Noma Suare Carprrat—Oreation or First Prererence Strocx— 
STATEMENT OF SAME TO INLAND Revenve Commisstongsrs—CvusToms AND 
Intanp Revenvug Act, 1889, s. 17. 


Case stated by consent pursuant to ord. 68, r. 2, and ord. 34,r.1. By 
section 17 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 1889, it is provided : 
(1) ‘‘ Where by virtue of . - any Act of Parliament to be hereafter 
passed the liability of the holders of snares in the capital of any corpora- 
tion or company is limited otherwise than by registration with limited 
liability under the law in that behalf, a statement of the amount of 
nominal share capital of the corporation or company shall be delivered by 
the corporation or company to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue 
within one calendar month after the passing of the Act, and in 
case of any increase of the amount of nominal share capital of any 
corporation or company, whether now existing or to be hereafter formed, 
being authorized by any . Act of Parliament to be hereafter 
passed, a statement of the amount of such increase shall be delivered by 
the corporation or company to the said commissioners within the like 
period ”’ ; (3) ‘* In case of neglect to deliver such a statement, the cor- 
poration or company shall be liable to pay to her Majesty a sum equal to 
£10 per centum upon the amount of duty payable, and a like penalty for 
every month after the first month during which such neglect shall con- 
tinue.”” The defendant company was incorporated by the Milford Docks 
Act, 1874, and several Acts of Parliament have since been passed applying 
to the defendant company. In 1890 the Milford Docks Act, 1890, was 

upon the petition of the defendant company. This Act recites 
that whereas by the Milford Docks Act, 1883, the company were em- 
powered to issue certain debenture stocks therein referred to as ‘‘ Deben- 
ture Stock A’’ and ‘‘ Debenture Stock B’’ and ‘‘ Debenture Stock 0” ; 
the ‘‘A” Stock not to exceed £250,000; the ‘‘B’’ Stock, £140,000; the 
“C” Stock, £250,000; and whereas the company have created and 
issued the whole of the Debenture Stock A and of the Debenture Stock 
B by that Act authorized to be created and issued, and have created and 
issued nearly the whole of the Debenture Stock C, and (after other 
recitals) and whereas, in order to enable the company to execute the works 
by this Act authorized and put in force the other powers conferred upon them 
° . itis expedient and in the general interest of the company that 
further moneys be authorized to be raised by the creation and issue of 
Debenture Stock A, and whereas it is expedient and in the interest of the 
company that the proportions of the share and debenture capital of the 
company should be readjusted, and with that object that the Debenture 

C sbould be converted into First Preference Stock, and that the 
existing preference sbares of the company should be consolidated into one 
uniform preference stock.’’ Then section 30 of this Act of 1890 provided 
that the Debenture Stock C then subsisting shall be, by virtue of this Act, 
cancelled and extinguished, and there is, by virtue of this Act, created 
First Preference Stock of the company to the amount of £300,000. The 
defendants have refused to deliver to the Commissioners of Inland 
Revenue, with reference to the said £300,000 First Preference Stock, such 
a statement as is, by section 17 of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, 
1889, required to be delivered, and the defendants contend that they are 
under no liability to deliver such a statement. An information was then 
filed on behalf of the Attorney-General claiming £510 in respect of stamp 
duty and penalties, and the question now was whether the defendants 
were liable to these penalties. For the Attorney-General were cited : 
Morrice v. Aulmer (24 W. BR. 587, L. R. 7 H. L. 717) and Re Bodman 
(40 W. R. 60; 1891, 3 Ch. 135). For the defendants it was contended 
that the creation of this First Preference Stock was not an increase of 
share = within section 17: Partington y. Attorney-General (L. R. 4 
H. L. 100) 


Tue Covrt (Cave and Wricurt, JJ.) held that the creation of this 
£300,000 First Preference Stock was an increase of the nominal share 
capital of the company within the meaning of section 17 of the Customs, 
&c., Act of 1889, and that the defendants were bound to deliver a state- 
ment under that section. Judgment for the Crown for the £510 claimed. 
—Counset, Sir C. Russell, A.G., and Danckwerts; Finlay, Q.C., and H. 
Newbon. Soxrscrrors, The Solicitor of Inland Revenue ; Trinders § Capron. 


[Reported by Sir Surzstox Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


REG. ». THE GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO., Ex parte THE 
RUABON BRICK CO.—26th June. 


Rattways—Manpamvs—Owner or Mixerats unper Ramway Lixe—No 
Puncuase or Mingzars py Rartway Company—Workinc or Mrverais 
By Ownzr—Overtunow or Linz—Ruicut or Owner To CALL on COMPANY 
TO REINSTATE Linz. 


e Rule for a seq en mandamus directed to the Great Western Railway Co. 
commanding t to reinstate and lay down in the Bryn-yr-Owen 
branch of the Shrewsbury and Chester Railway of the said railway com- 


pany, and also to keep the same open for traffic as heretofore.’’ This rule 
(Limited). 


underlying the same, and they have erected buildings and machi 

for the manufacture of terra cotta goods and brick works. At the 
time the plaintiffs purchased this estate the defendants—the rail 

company — were using, and had previously used, the Bryn-yr-Owey 
branch, which passed over the estate in question and over the land and 
minerals thereon. This railway was a branch railway made by private 
adventure, and without parliamentary powers, and of which, so far as it 


the owners of the estate. In 1889 the Great Western Railway Co, 
promoted a Bill to authorize them to purchase this railway compulsorily, 
The Ruabon Brick Co. opposed the Bill, but the opposition was with. 


the clay used by the Ruabon Co. in their manufacture, for the reason 
that such elay was a mineral within the meaning of the Railways Clauses 
Consolidation Act. At this arbitration the railway company contended that 
the clay in question was a mineral, and that under section 79 of the Railways 
Clauses Act, 1845, they were not bound to purchase it. The Ruabon Oo., 
on the other hand, contended that the clay was not a mineral, and that 
consequently the value of all—including the clay—ought to be estimated 
in the one valuation. However, the arbitrators excluded the value of the 
clay from their award. By an indenture dated the 30th of December, 
1890, the land was conveyed by the Ruabon Co. to the railway company 
with this reservation : ‘‘ With houses, except and reserved out 
of the assurance hereby named the mines and minerals under the said 
hereditament and premises, and including in such exception the material 
used by the Ruabon Co., and referred to in the hereinbefore recited award, 
to the use of the Great Western Co. in fee simple.’’ There were negotia- 
tions for the purchase of the reserved minerals, which came to nothing. 
Then the Ruabon Co. gave the railway company notice that they meant to 
work the clay under the railway unless the railway company would pur- 
chase the clay. There were about four acres included in the railway, and 
they asked about £200,000 for these four acres—that is, for the clay under 
the railway and under so much of the railway as was necessary for the 
sustentation of the fabric of the railway. The railway company, think- 
ing this sum extortionate, refused to buy. They did not come to terms 
as to the terms of purchase, and the railway company did not buy the 
clay. The railway is very convenient to the Ruabon Co. for the corres 
and conveyance of their minerals, and the carriage of these mine 
along this part is very important to the company, as otherwise they 
have to cart their goods to a station at a distance. But the railway 
company say they will not buy the minerals at such a price. The Ruabon 
Co. then insisted upon working the clay and minerals underlying the rail- 
way line. Under the circumstances, and under the terms of the reserva- 
tion, they had a perfect right to do so, and the railway company had no 
right to prevent them doing so, as; their remedy was to buy the minerals, 
which they had not done. The Ruabon Co. then proceeded to work the 
minerals underlying the railway line, the result being to throw consider- 
able expense upon the railway company in keeping up the line, and the 
railway company at first tried to support their works by great baulks of 
timber ; but the Ruabon Co. objected to them, and said that these timber 
supports interfered with their mining works. In the result, owing to the 
working of the Ruabon Co., the railway has, if not actually come down, 
been unsafe to work, and the railway company, having before them the 
alternatives of paying £200,000 for the minerals under the line, or abandon- 
ing the line altogether, have adopted the latter course, and have abandoned 
the line altogether. The present rule for a mandamus, at the instance of 
the Ruabon Co., is to compel the railway company to keep up and keep 
open the line. 
maintain a railway line; (2) will this mandamus be issued at the suit of the 
Ruabon Co., who have brought the line down; (3) ought not the Ruabon 
Co. to have gone to the Railway Commissioners? 


Tue Covrr (Lord Corgriver, C.J., and Hawxrys, J.), in a considered 
judgment, held (1) that mandamus was the proper remedy, provided the 
circumstances justify the application of it: South-Eastern Railway (o. ¥. 
Railway Commissioners (6 Q. B. D. 586) ; (2) but that the circumstances of 
this case did not justify the issuing of a mandamus, and that the railway 
company have a right, if they think fit, to abandon this particular portion 
of their line, on the ews | of the two caves Reg. v. The York and North 
Midland Railway Co. (1 E. & B. 178) and The Edinburgh, §c., Railway Co. ¥. 
Phillips (2 Macq. 526). Rule discharged.—Covunsen, Cripps, Q C., and 
E. R. Moon ; Littler, Q.C., and F. Dodd. Souicrrors, R. R. Nelsomj 
Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Brabner § Court, Liverpool. 

(Reported by Sir Suznsron Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. } 








County Courts. 
VIZARD v. MAULE—Marylebone, 10th July. 


In this case, which was an interpleader issue remitted from the High 
Court, his Honour Judge Stonor made some observations of interest 

ractical importance on the remitting of such cases to the county courts. 

he question was the ownership of a certaincab. The plaintiff 
an action one Gill for the detention of the cab, Gill ha 


against ® 
on it for repairs. Simultaneously the defendant demanded 
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was obtained at the instance of the Ruabon Brick and Terra Cotta Go, 7 
The Ruabon Brick, &c., Co. are the owners of an estate at | 
Ruabon with the mines, clay, terra cotta, and other minerals in ang 
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went over this property, the Great Western Railway Co. were tenants to | 


drawn on a certain agreement being entered into, and an Act was passed 
(52 & 53 Vict. c. cxxxix.), and under it the railway company gave the © 
Ruabon Co. notice to treat for the above land. The purchase-money wag — | 
fixed by arbitration at £7,497, the award expressly excluding the value of 


Tbree points were argued: (1) Can a mandamus issue 
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and he was quite willing to give it up to the true owner on payment 
oy claim. On the 13th of May a sneer of the h Court pad the 
question of ownership between the plaintiff and the defendant to be tried 
in the Marylebone County Court, Gill to hand over the cab in the mean- 
time to Miss Maule, the defendant in the interpleader, she paying £35 into 
court to abide the result of the trial. The order then went on :—‘ This 
action to be stayed until after the trial of the said issue, and the question 
of costs and all further questions to be reserved until after the of the 
said issue.”” Upon this 

His Honour Judge Sronor observed that the order was clearly incor- 
rect in directing an issue to be tried in the county court, for now all 
proceedings remitted must proceed as if they had been commenced in the 
county court, and the costs follow the event, unless the judge of the 
county court orders otherwise. ‘‘ Under these circumstances,’’ continued 
the learned judge, ‘‘ there appear to be two courses open to me, either to 
adjourn this case to enable the parties to apply to the High Court to 
rescind or amend the order—a course which I have pursued in many 
cases, and notably in the caees of Morris v. London and South-Western 
Railway Co. (De Colyar’s County Court Cases, 270), with the approval of 
Mr. Justice (now Lord) Hannen, and Reg. v. Judge of the Marylebone County 
Court (50 L. J. 97), with the approval of Day, J.—or, on the other hand, 
of disregarding the informality, and treating the present case as ‘a 
remitter’ of the interpleader proceedings under the 17th section in due 
course, and giving a judgment, and dealing with the costs of the county 
court therein. I am prepared to adopt the latter course if desired by 
both parties, but otherwise I shall adjourn the case for the purpose which 
I have mentioned.’’ 

Counsel on both sides agreed to have the case tried, not as an issue, but 
as an interpleader proceeding under the 17th section of the Judica- 
ture Act. 

His Honour found for the defendant, with costs of the proceedings in 
the county court.—Counssi, Willoughby Williams ; Hon. Alfred Lyttelton. 








LAW SOCIETIES, 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
AnnvuaL GenzeraL Meerine. 
The annual general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held 
on Friday afternoon, the 14th inst., at the Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, 
the President (Mr. Ricuarp PennineTon) occupying the chair. There was 


a good attendance. 
VACANCIES ON THE CoUNCIL. 


The Presmpent said there were eleven vacancies on the council, ten 
caused by the retirement of members in rotation, and one by the death of the 
late Mr. B. J. L. Frere. Mr. R. R. Dees (Newcastle-on-Tyne), who was 
one of the retiring members, did not offer himself for re-election. ‘ 
Charles Mylne Barker (London), Mr. Thomas George Gibson (Newcastle- 
on-Tyne), Mr. Edmund Kell Blyth (London), *Mr. Barnard Platts Broom- 
head Colton-Fox (Sheffield), *Mr. Cornelius Thomas Saunders (Birmingham), 
Mr. James Samuel Beale (London), *The Right Hon. H. H. Fowler, M.P. 
(London), *Sir Henry Watson Parker (London), *Mr. Charles John Follett, 
0.B. (London), *Mr. Robert Ellett (Cirencester), *Mr. He Manisty, 
*Mr. John Hollams, *Mr. Henry Roscoe, Mr. James Theses Woodheus 
(Hull), Mr. Robert Lowe Grant Vassall (Bristol). 

Mr. Biytu asked to be allowed to withdraw his name upon the present 
oceasion. It had become known to him that there was a very strong feeling 
that Hull should have a representative on the council, and he bowed to that 
feeling. Further, he would be extremely sorry to come into competition 
with fir, Beale, who was a very old friend of his. 

The remainder of the candidates were then nominated and seconded 
seriatim. 

The Present said that as the candidates were more in number than the 
vacancies a poll would be necessary, which would be conducted by vo'ing 
papers as usual, and he appointed the following gentlemen to act as 
scrutineers :—Mr. J. Ellerton, Mr. J. 8. Wing, Mr. T. Thorowgood, Mr. 
Hanhart, and Mr. C. L. Smiles. 


PRESIDENT AND VICE-PRESIDENT. 


Mr. F. P. Morrell (Oxford) and Mr. John Hunter (London), being the 
only candidates nominated for president and vice-president respectively for 
the year ensuing, were declared duly elected. 


AUDITORS. 


Mr. J. S. Chapplelow, F.0.A. (Professional), Mr. D. R. Lowe, and Mr. 
W. Peppercorn (Oxford) were elected auditors of the society’s accounts for 
year ensuing. 

Socrery’s Accounts. 


The account of income and expenditure for the year ending 31st December, 
1892, shewing a total income of £29,873 8s. 5d., and a ce of income 
over expenditure of £1,363 4s. 7d., was laid before the meeting. 

The Prestpent moved and the Vice-Paesipent (Mr. Morrell) seconded 
that the account be approved. 

_Mr. C. Forp (London) said he was sorry to find the council still per- 
sisting in the course of grossly surcharging the Law Students’ Fund. The 
whole subject was disposed of in the annual report in a short para raph or 
two, and the members were told that £7,791 ibe. had been Yetelved during 





Oe ek ee ee Fand. But by the , he 
might almost say the inexplicable, mode in which the council dealt 

he fund, it came out that the unfortunate Students’ Fund was overdrawn. 
There was a sum of £2,700 charged to the fund for rent of buildings, and 
yet nothing was said in the balance-sheet about the of the 

used by the club and for which they paid no rent. was avery grave 
and serious omission in the accounts. He objected that the accounts 

to the Students’ Fund were not set out in sufficient detail. The rent 
charged to it was Mart vee considering the small and insufficient accommo- 
dation that was allotted to the students. Not only was the fund charged 
with a share of the rent, but also with £900 2s. 10d. us its share of ** rates, 
taxes, and voluntary subscriptions” ; then for “ Salaries to Officers, Clerks, 
and Servants, and Pensions and Special Grants’’ it was nearly 
£3,000—whether this included the ks and servants of the club he did 
not know. 

The Prestpent: It does not. 

Mr. Foxp asserted that the fact should be stated in black and white upon 
the face of the accounts. Then they were for ‘* House ? 
£585 18s, 10d., precisely half the total cost. hat were the items of these 
house ex ? Were there any members who could tell him? It might 
be a delicate matter. 

The Prestpent: Not at all. 

Mr. Fonp said it might be that these house expenses included the banquets 
which were giver. by the council for the purpose of entertaining themselves 
and distinguished persons. It was most unfair if that was so. 

The Presipent : It is not. 

Mr. Forp hoped the President would tell them where on the account the 
item of the banquets ——s 

The Prestpent said £585 included no part of the charge for enter- 
tainments and council luncheons. The item rn in another of 
the account, and was “ Entertainments after each Examination, and Qeaneil 
Luncheons for the year, £711 6s. 3d.” 

Mr. Forp said that £7,790 was received from the Students’ Fund, and it 
was required by the Act that it should be devoted exclusively to the benefit 
of students. It was not stated how much the society spent out of its own 
funds for the benefit of students by way of enco . He found that 
the expenditure out of the society’s own funds upon prizes to students was 
£139, and the council could scarcely think that a suficiont encouragemont. 
They certainly paid a very large sum to lecturers and for classes, because 
there was an item, “‘ Fees to Lecturers, i Readers, &c., and Grants 
to Provincial Law Societies, £3,538,” but the only result was that the 
had proved a gigantic fiasco, such an awful collapse and utter blunder, it 
had Som wholly and entirely abandoned by the council. 
astrg (London) asked whether the council had seriously 
considered the question of aj ing against the poor-rate assessment. The 
assessment seemed to him unduly high. 

The Prestpent said the society had appealed some few years ago, and the 
present assessment was arranged at that time. He was sorry to say the 
rates and taxes they had to pay were very high. 

The motion was adopted, 


Mr. A. H. 


AnnvaL Report, 


The Presipent moved that the annual report be received, approved, and 
entered on the minutes. 

The Vics-PresipEent seconded the motion. 

Mr. Forp objected that there was not the slightest reference in the report 
to the club, He could not understand why the members were left utterly 
in the dark about that institution. Then, with to legal education, the 
council were instituting a system of postal education. But was a of 
postal education worthy of the society, and was it likely to prove any more 
successful than the previous system, which had utterly collapsed ? It was a 
miserable subterfuge for a system of education. 

The Presipent pointed out that the system was not one of postal tuition 
only. The system also comprised classes in London. 

Mr. Forp said they were told there were two tutors who were going to 
carry on the duties—one who was “to supervise the studies of pupils prior 
to the Intermediate Examination,” and the other “to assist in their studies 
those who had passed the Intermediate Examination.” He believed the 
number of articled clerks in the country was, roughly, between 800 and 900. 
Therefore, there were 800 or 900 young men spread all over the country who 
were geing ts he instsusteh eee arte ee Postmaster- 
General. Could anyone serio think any good was coming out of a 
system of that kind? Could council quote any precedent for this 
extraordinary method of legal education? Did the Universities of Oxford 
or Cambridge carry on a system of education with the assistance of the 
Postmaster-( 1? He would be glad if the council could see 
to withdraw this miserable abortion, and seriously set themselves at 
discover some proper system of legal education. He asserted that they 
the funds, but did not NS ee eee for 
it was intended by Act of i ; 
they would have no money available for 
education, He should be surprised to find that the system of classes 
anything but a gigantic failure. It had in the 
would be in the future. 
education went on for man 
which would be that the w 
be taken from the society, and over University of 
or some other capable body, to deal with it as 
with. The re stated, under the heading, “ Extension of the 
as follows :—“ council have considered a question raised in 
with the extension of the society, as to whether the subscriptions of 
members should be increased ; i cn toe enety’s dubde ty tho eee 
statement of the effect produced on the 
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(made in the year 1888) in the amount of the subscriptions of country 
members, and they find that, while on the one hand there has been an in- 
crease of 1,084 in the number of country members of the scciety, on the 
other hand there has been a diminution of income from this source, while 
the general expenses of the society in the purchase of new rules, postage, 
stationery, office work, &c., has increased to a very great extent.” It was 
apparent that, while the council had got some 400 new members in conse- 
uence of the circular they had issued, that additional 400 had cast upon 
the finances a very large expense, far in excess of the revenue derived from 
them. Therefore, the council was asking whether it must not raise the sub- 
scription. The result would be that not only the 400 members, but probably 
1,400 would resign. The council objected to compulsory registration of title, 
but there was a growing feeling in the country in favour of compulsory regis- 
tration, because clients were sick of the great expense and delay of the 
present system. If the profession resisted, he was afraid that some Radical 
Government would carry a measure leaving the whole of the profession very 
much out in the cold. With regard to county courts, there was nothing in 
the report advocating that one solicitor should be at liberty to instruct 
another sol.citor to appear in the courts. If they could show that this was 
in the interest of the public, they ought to have no difficulty in getting an 
amendment of the law to this effect. Under the head of ‘* Counsels’ Fees,” 
the council said, speaking of the attempts which were made by clerks to 
get additional counsels’ fees: ‘They considered that it was one of the 
causes operating to the disadvantage of both branches of the prvfession, 
which induce the public, especially the mercantile classes, to avoid the 
courts.” But he wished the council had told them of the other causes which 
kept people from the ccurts—namely, the delay in legal procedure and the 
great unceriainty and great cost. The solicitor branch of the profession 
ought to have some restricted right of audience in the High Court. It was 
an outrageous thing that solicitors should be obliged to go to another branch 
of the profession to be heard on some twopenny-halfpenny application to a 
judge in court. 

r. F. R. Parker (London) spoke highly of the report, and said it was 
perfectly marvellous how the council with their many other en ments 
could find time to prepare it. Not only in the report was there evidence of 
extreme care and intensity of thought and labour, but also in the exceed- 
ingly valuable schedules attached to it. But there must be positions in 
regard to which all could not agree. With regard to “ Legal Education,” 
he desired to draw attention to the changes which had taken place in 

to articled clerks since he was admitted in 1864, rather more than a 
quarter of a century. He had come to the opinion that we were going far 
too much in the direction of theoretical and too little in the direction of 
practical instruction. The theory was that the master should teach and the 
clerk should serve, and the object of the examination was to ascertain at the 
end of the period of service if the clerk was qualified for admission. So long 
as the operation of “coaching” was left to outside independent assistance 
that was one thing, but now the society was giving official sanction to the 
system it was another. By the scheme proposed the society was tending 
rather to raise a conflict between the master and the clerk, or to draw away 
the clerks from their proper service in the office. In olden times the office 
hours were the time for service and the evening the time ior study. Under 
the new scheme to be recognised as the official scheme the council had gone 
in the other direction, for they provided classes during the afternoon. ey 
gave the student the opportunity of having recourse to the schools during 
the afternoon, and they would, therefore, draw him from his natural and 
proper service with the master in the office. It should not be the object of the 
society or of the examining body to ape the functions of a university. The 

effect was that the clerk served, much or little according as it might 
ppen, during the early years of his articles, and during the last year he 
went to a coach, then he came back to the profession to learn that practice 
which had become necessary to him. he questions put at the Final 
Examination were entirely beyond what any master could teach. Those 
directed to practical work in the office were extremely few. With regard to 
the Long Vacation, he regretted that the council had not been able to adopt 
the ution passed at the Norwich meeting in favour of its entire abolition. 
They had also taken no notice of a second resolution passed at Norwich, to the 
effect that pleadings should be deliverable during the Long Vacation without 
an order. But if the council could succeed in carrying out the suggestions 
they had made in the re they would have cleverly laid the axe at the 
root of the Long Vacation. Before the passing of the Judicature Act the 
Long Vacation was a real vacation, but since then there had been practically 
five terms in a year. There was a vacation term, vacation bar, vacation 
judge, and there was really a vacation Court of Appeal. With regard to 
the Registry of Clerkships and Securities, he was sorry to find that the 
council, owing to the financial loss it created, had found it needful to impose 
@ tax upon ite use in order to keep it going. He realised that there was 
enormous expense in circularising the register, and suggested that the council 
should try the temporary experiment of merely supplying the register gratis 
to these who applied for it. 

Mr. J. Guxwews (London) said there were many instances in which, in small 
conveyancing transactions, the scalo fee came to £5, and there were - 
titioners who did the work habitually for about £1. No doubt the co had 
formed some opinion as to whether it was to the interest of the profession 
that things should be cut down in this way. Of course the client did not 
appreciate the matter, and did not consider whether the solicitor who offered 
todo it for £1 bad investigated the title or had had simply to draw the convey- 
ance. He merely looked upon it from the standpoint of cheapness. e 
solicitors who did the work on such terms were not only cutting their own 
throats, but those of every member of the profession. 

Mr. Hastix said that it was some years since a resolution was carried at a 
general —ouing in favour of raising the standard of the Preliminary 
Examination, which was not suppurted by the council. He thought members 
owed the council a debt of gratitude for the loyal way in which they had 





a 
carried out the resolution. The results of the examinations showed what 
large number of imperfectly educated people were desirous of entering the 

rofession. 
. Mr. M. H. Leverton (London), speaking of the Land Transfer 
agreed that the society were greatly indebted to the council for 
elaborate report, but a great many of the members, he thought, would not 
eir conclusions in this case. Many solicitors that 
measvre for the compulsory registration of title would come into forgs 
Many would heartily agree with the conclusion of the council that they 
should oppose compulsory registration and rather favour optional regis So 
tion, but optional registration would never be acted upon. He thought the 
council hed been actuated rather by considerations for the interests of the ~ 
profession than the good of the public. Referring to the sentence, “The 
chief objections to the Bill are: first, its compulsory nature, and, second, the ~ 
great extension of officialism which it involves,” he would move as an amend. 
ment that the report be adopted with the exception of the words, “its com. 
pulsory nature.” He regarded with some favour the extension of officialism, 
and thought solicitors would become officials, and considered the objection of ~ 
the council on this point too strong. 

Mr. Forp seconded the amendment. 

Mr. E, K. Buyru (London) spoke of the extreme value of the report ang ~ 
schedules. With regard to the Long Vacation he could not help expressing ~ 
his regret that the council had not seen their way to go further in cave . 
ing its abolition, or at all events the enactment of a rule that pleadings © 
might be delivered during the vacation. During the vacation the busines 
of conveyancing and general business of other kinds went on practically un. 
disturbed, and the only way by which the course of justice was stopped wag 
by the absolute cessation of the delivery of pleadings and the absolute cesser 
of the courts. He expressed his earnest hope that the time would come 
when the pressure from outside would induce the council to take a some 
what more extensive view of their duty to the profession and to the public 
as regards the cesser of justice. Speaking of the division “ Legal Procell 
he said the report gave less importance to that singularly important tranch — 
of the subject than perbaps might have been the case. They all knew the ~ 
profession was suffering materially from the delay and uncertainty of the ~ 
administration of justice. The formation of long cause lists without any 
adequate means being adopted to see that they were disposed of in a reason. 
able time was a great evil. Every case was tried in the inferior courts within 
possibly a month or six weeks’ time after it was set down, and the delayinthe 
superior courts was one of the main things from which the profession 
suffered. It was the profession who were the great sufferers by busine | 
being diverted to arbitrators who, though they could not give as good law, "™ 
could give it more speedily. Mr. Parker had taken exception to the 
law classes; but there were two sides to the question. The articles ~~ 
of clerkship involved a mutual relation—the duty of the clerk and ~ 
the duty of the master. The question was, “Is it possible for the master to 
undertake the education of one or two articled clerks?” He was afraid if 
they looked to what was the general practice that it was not, and that there 
were very few masters who rcally gave any sort of systematic teaching 
their clerks. The usual rule was to leave them to go round the courts 
to undertake certain, at first, minor, and afterwards, rather more important, 
matters of business, and generally to take up whatever came in their way, 
His own course had been to let the clerk have a seat in his room, thathe 
might hear everything except what was confidential, and to talk to him 
give him information, But he must confess he had been unable to dél 
him regular weekly lectures, and he thought they were much indebted 
the council for having arranged regular claeses and lectures. The ABO | 
of the profession could not, in practice, be given by the master during the 
hours of business. They should not consider themselves in any way ee 
judiced by the fact that the clerks would have to be absent on ph « 
afternoons to attend the classes. He approved the course taken by the 
council, and trusted the experiment woe result satisfactorily. ee, 

Mr. Metvitt Green (Worthing) said, in reference to a remark of Mr, 
Ford’s with regard to compulsory registration, that the decision of the 
society was, of course, in view of the interests of the public. Solicitors were 
always advising the public in the interest of the public, and not of themselves. 
It was so obvious that compulsory registration was detrimental to the public 
interest that he was astonished such an amendment as that before them could 
have been brought forward by anyone accustomed to the everyday practice 
of convey*ncing. 

Mr. Forp observed that the Lord Chancellor had introduced the Bill. 

Mr. Green said the Lord Chancellor had only had experience of very large 
cases, He knew nothing of the emaller cases amounting to nine out of ten 
of the whole number. A great deal of the work was done in solicitom’ 
offices, and did not go before counsel at all. There was not a solicitor in 
large practice who was not better able than any Lord Chancellor to say 
whether modifications in a practice would work beneficially or 
otherwise to the clients. There could be no worse Fm parce for the clients 
than that of compulsory registration of land. If they were able not only @ 
go on the register voluntarily, but to come off at will a very much 
portion of business would be done under it. He himself would have 

deal of business to the registry, in clearing off building titles 
instance, but the difficulty was that you could not get off the register. 
There was reason for what the council had said to the effect that the chief 
objections to the Bill were its compulsory nature, and that it would lead toa 
great extension of officialism. 

Mr. W. P, W. Puitimorsz (London) said it ought not to go out to 
world that a large body of solicitors had expromed an opinion in favour 
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this comp scheme of registration of title. He preferred that the : 
wie in anes tenia to lattice and that, if the matter was ia : 
be discussed, it should be brought f by a definite motion at the next 





general meeting. It was not fair to spring it upon them in this manner... 
Mr, W. Metmoru Warrens fanted did not think the question required 
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thrashing out. They bad been discuasing the subject of land transfer for 
many years past. y did not want any more light thrown upon it. They 
knew all the ins and outs of the contro - It was too late to open dis- 
cussion. The vote ought at once to be taken without further argument. 

Mr. Puttiimore was of the same opinion. 

The amendment was negatived, one vote only being given in its favour. 


Lone VACATION. 


Mr. Biyru moved a further amendment to approve of the report excepting 
that portion which stated that the council did not think it expedient to adopt 
the recommendation of the Norwich meeting in favour of the abolition of 
the Long Vacation. 

Mr. B. E. Grresiz (London) seconded the amendment. It was very 
desirable that one thing or the other should be done. Either there should 
be a clear long vacation, or business should be carried on as it was in every 
other public office. Such a collection of business as the council pro to 
be carried on during the vacation would, to his mind, hamper and incon- 
yenience not only solicitors, but their clients, to the last — He 
thought it extremely desirable that the Long Vacation should be abolished. 

Mr. R. W. Dirspin (London) hoped the amendment would not be passed. 
It was not fair that such a question should be raised at a late hour of the 
afternoon, when a great number of the members had left and no one had the 
slightest anticipation that such a matter would be brought forward. The 
Long Vacation existed in every civilised country in Europe. ‘The present 
arrangement was an attempt to meet reasonable objections to its not being 

ible to dispose of pressing matters of business. If the vacation were 
abolished he was quite certain a great number of the members of the 
profession would get no holiday. 

Mr, Parxer observed that the council had had the Norwich resolution 
before them and had given their reasons for not adopting it. He ae 
that the Long Vacation resulted in a waste of time and money, but he depre- 
cated the passing of any resolution on the subject without previous notice. 

Mr. Buytu said that all they could do would be to express the opinion of 
the profession. He was anxious to take the opinion of the meeting. 

The amendment was negatived, eight votes being given in its favour and a 
large number against. 


Lecat Epvcation. 


Mr. Pumumore said they were constantly being told a great deal about 
the necessity for raising the standard of legal education, but he thought it 
would be an unwise step to take to attempt to turn the society into a univer- 
= The education that was necessary for the solicitor was wholly of a 

ifferent type from that necessary for the barrister or the university student. 
The solicitor’s work was that of the office, and he thought there was great 
of giving too great prominence to theoretical | education. Though 
he would be the last to deprecate that a solicitor should be a well-educated 
man, he could not help thinking that if too high a standard of general know- 
or legal training was exacted it would simply have the effect of creating 
a select body of men who might not be ready to undertake such work as 
solicitors ordinarily poten. and of bringing about the existence of 
another body similar to accountants, or a lower of legal practitioners ; 
reverting in fact to the earlier days when there was the distinction between 
attorneys and solicitors and proctors and the rest. He did not think that if 
the society exacted a very high standard they would be doing the profession 
any good, He regretted the statement in the re that the council had 
instituted public “coaches,” He could not help thinking it was an impru- 
deat and injurious course for the council to have started public coaches. 
The motion that the report be approved was then agreed to, 


Hatt anp Orrices. 


Mr. Parker, in accordance with notice, called attention 
vast increase in the 


condition of the society's hall and offices, owing to the 

number of the members and in the official business of the society, and 
moved :—“‘ That the council be requested to decide at an early date upon 
the plans of the new buildings to be erected when the -lane leases 
fallin.” He said the question of the enlargement of the hall had been 
brought to the notice of the members more than once, he believed that 
the last lease of the property adjoining the hall would fall in at Lady Day, 


at 
1896, There was not a single official in the building, he should think, who 
did not feel, day by day, the necessity for the concentration of the offices, 


and the inconvenience caused by the crowded state of the building. The | certain 


offices were distributed in such a way that there was a great waste of time 
and labour. During thirty years, to his knowl there had been no 
addition to the biilding except that of the examination . Vast changes had, 
however, taken place in the society during that period. In 1865 there were 
2,035 members, now there were 7,415. At that time there was but one 
examination, the final, which occupied but one day; now there were no 
less than five examinations, and all these made demands upon the space and 
upon the staff. Indeed, sufficient space could not be found in the building 
for the examinations, and it was necessary to go eleewhere. There was 
then but one general meeting annually, and now there were four. 
The library at that time had 19,000 ; it had now 33,000, and the 
librarian reported that it was nearly full, ‘The number of members referring 
to the library in 1865 did not exceed 2,000, and it had now increased to 
7,000, The council had constantly, at the present time, to have recourse to 
outside committees, and every one of these added greatly to the labour of 
the secretary and his assistants. In addition, there been instituted that 
valuable feature, the registry. Local societies had grown up in every 
direction, and were in close relationship with the 


which entailed a 

amount of correspondence. of the members had 

had to give way to the necessities of the work of the institution, and the 
arbitration rooms, which were extremely had had to go. He thought 


that no time should be lost in preparing to 


g 


such buildings as might 


Ryaett aisagen Se ground which in 1896 would fall into the possession 
The Passtp Zoe: It may bo. csuvenient sleet I cheshd mention thet the 


or library. 
The Paeswent: Yes, I think that will be desirable. 


Liprary, 


Me, eee Fars Gadnae ee Gdn a te ee saing 0 
keeping oy eS , an uire w e first 
triennial supplement would P 

The Presipent said the supplement would be ready in July, 1894. 

Mr. Parxer moved the resolution of which he had given notice as 
follows :—“ That the list of new books added to the library be printed 
annually in a convenient form, and be circulated at cost price to such 
members as may subscribe therefor in advanco."” He said the motion was 
ancillary to the resolution passed some years since with regard to the librury 
catalogue, and he also brought it forward in the hope that it would sti 
the sale of the catalogue, which had not, he believed, been quite so good as 


was desired. What the members wanted was a catalogue might 
hove fn thls oflees 00 Ghee ee ae ae 

. They did not want to have to come down to the li to fi 
out if there was or was not a particular book. He felt sure that who 
valued the catalogue would be to pay a small sum per annum to have 
the supplement ——? them, it be printed from time to time 
as occasion required. 


Mr. Puriumore seconded the motion, but thought that the mg rar 
should be printed more frequently than annually. He believ i 
almost every little free library lists of new books were issued at very short 
intervals. 


The Praesent said the ience of the council was not very encouraging. 
The society had printed 2,000 copies of the new e prepared recently, 
and but 242 copies had been sold. Of course it was simply a question of 
expense, but the fands were not in a very ition. He hoped 
that Mr. Parker nit ah Oa — i oe 
mental catalogue every years answer his purpose, more parti y 
in view of tho tact that any member whe wont to the library could at once 
ascertain by inquiry, from the list which the librarian keeps, the books 
which had been acquired sae ane Sena eee ee 

Mr. Parker observed that the librarian a list printed of new acquisi- 
tions. Why should not that list, which was standing in type, be printed for 
the service of those using the library? It meant nothing more than the 
cost of printing a certain number of copies instead of one. 

The PD aeane said he was not quite sure that it was standing in type. 
He rather doubted it. 


Mr. F. K. Muwron (London) ougowtet that Mr. Parker should postp me 
his motion for twelve months, when the firat triennial supplement would 


have been issued. 


Mr. Panxer agreed to this course, and withdrew the motion. 


Lonpon CHAMBER OF ARBITRATION. 


The following notice stood u the of business :—“ Mr. Herbert 
Bentwich, LLB. ergs move: ‘ , inasmuch as the London 
as been successfully inaugurated, and several 
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able sums were involved, in others the questions were not measurable by 
money. The average time occupied from the entry of the case to the taking 
up of the awards has been fourteen days, the average official fees, including 
award, being £5 to £6. Up to date, the services of Mr. Philbrick, the legal 
assessor, have not been called for. 

Mr. Bentwicu said he was obliged for the information, some of which was 
new to him. He understood the movement which had been started in 
London had already had the effect of initiating movements in the same 
direction in Cardiff, Edinburgh, Sheffield, and other commercial places, and 
it was upon that ground that he thought the matter should be discussed 
when all parties would have an opportunity of considering it. He would 
withdraw the motion. 


ELectTions TO THE CoUNCIL. 


Mr. Hastie moved in accordance with notice :—‘‘ (1) That the present 
system of election to the council, whereby a bare majority of the members of 
the society are able to control the annual election of the council, is unfair 
and unsatisfactory. (2) That it is desirable that the country members 
should be formed into constituencies according to their district. (3) That 
it is desirable that the London members of the society should be formed 
into constituencies. (4) That the council do, and they are hereby directed 
to, take such steps as may be necessary to carry out these reforms.” He 
thought it would be very much better that the provincial solicitors should 
be allowed to elect their own representatives in the different districts mapped 
out, so as to give a fair representation to the solicitors in those districts. 
With regard to London no precise scheme had shaped itself in his mind, but 
it was manifest that there must be some easy way of dividing London into 
constituencies. He did not think the present method of election a fair one. 
He had stood for the council on several occasions and had generally been 
supported by something between 700 and 800 electors. The members of the 
council who had been elected had received at the earlier elections 1,200 or 
1,400 votes each, and later on, when there were more electors, something like 
2,000. The same electors voted at all the elections, so there was one body 
which might be taken as 2,000 electing eleven or twelve members of the 
council, and another body of 700 who were not allowed to elect anybody at 
all. It was surely most unreasonable that 700 members should not be 
allowed to elect one council member whilst 2,000 could elect eleven or 
twelve. 

The motions were not seconded, 


Conveyancine Fes, 

Mr. Gunnett repeated his question with regard to solicitors in the country 

charging smaller een in conveyancing business than those allowed by the 
e, 

The Pxesipent said the council had not considered the question. Pro- 
bably Mr. Gunnell would have observed from the appendix that it was a 
practice which prevailed in many parts of the country, and he (the President) 
could not suppose that there were not very good reasons for it; but the 
council had not taken the subject into consideration. 

A vote of thanks to the President, moved by Mr. W. H. Gray (London), 
and seconded by Mr, Wina, terminated the proceedings. 





The following are extracts from the annual report of the council :— 

Number of Members.—The society now consists of 7,415 members, of 
whom 3,328 practise in town and 4,087 in the country ; 584 new members 
have joined the society during the past year, and, after deducting the loss 
caused by death and other causes, the increase is 413, which is mainly due 
to the circulars issued by the society in December last, and the exertions 
of the provincial law societies and individual members both in town and 
country. 

Extension of the Society.—The council have considered a question raised 
in connection with the extension of the society, as to whether the sub- 
scriptions of country members should be increased ; and they had before 
them a comparative statement of the effect produced on the society’s funds 
by the alteration (made in the year 1888) in the amount of the subscrip- 
tions of country members, and they find that while on the one hand there 
has been an increase of 1,084 in the number of country members of the 
society, on the other hand there has been a diminution of income from 
this source, while the general expenses of the society in the purchase of 
new rules, postage, stationery, office work, &c., has increased te a very 
great extent. It is of the greatest importance that the influence of 
the society should be increased by adding to the number of its members, 
so as to embrace as far as possible the whole profession, a fact which a 

many solicitors apparently fail to appreciate. The council have not, 
ever, thought it prudent at the present time to iucrease the subscrip- 
tions of the country members. ‘The president, at the request of the 
council, sent a circular to all members of the profession, not members of 
the society, ur, the great importance of strengthening the society. 
He added that the attacks made upon the profession required a steady and 
vigorous resistance, and that if the council could bring to bear upon all 
questions affecting the interests of the profession the powerful influence 
of 15,000 solicitors it would be irresistible. Copies of the circular were 
sent to all the provincial law societies, with a request that they would 
—- the recommendations contained in it, and use their influence to 
luce solicitors to become members of the society. The result of this 
Se ono upwards of 400 new members were added to the society. 
issioners for Oaths.—Questions having arisen, owing to the diver- 
of practice amongst coroners, magistrates, and others, as to whether 
commissioners for oaths were entitled to administer oaths to 
ts in the Scotch form, the council took the matter into considera- 
tion, and came to the conclusion that commissioners were so entitled, having 


regard to the 5th section of the Act 51 & 52 Vict. c. 46, which enacts # 
‘* if any person desires to swear with uplifted hand in the form and mannep” 
in which an oath is usually administered in Scotland he shall be permitteq 
to do so, and the oath shall be administered to him in such form ang 
manner without further question,’”’ and they so informed their corre. 
spondents, and stated that in such cases the proper course was for the © 
commissioner to ask the deponent whether the name at the foot of the © 
affidavit was his name and in his handwriting, and then ask him to hold 
up his right hand and repeat the words of the oath after him as follows: 
‘*T swear by Almighty God as I shall answer to God at the great day of © 
judgment that the contents of this my affidavit are true.’’ A circular hag 
recently been issued by the Home Office to clerks to justices of the 

and coroners, reminding them of the section of the Act of 1888, and inti. 
mating that the section applies to all oaths: whatsoever, and that the 
initiative rests with the person desiring to be sworn in the mode 
authorized by the section, and that when he has expressed a wish to be 
so sworn no question as to his religious belief is to be asked, nor is he to 
be required to hold or kiss a Bible while being sworn. 

Solicitors’ Remuneration Order.—Numerous questions have been submitted 
to the council during the past year for decision or advice on questions 
arising under the Solicitors’ Remuneration Order. As mentioned in the 
preface to their digest, 1889, the council found it desirable, owing to the 
frequency of applications made to it from all parts of the country, to con. 
sider only questions received from members of the society, or, at all events, 
from firms which include at least one solicitor who is a member. The coun. 
cil also desire to remind the society that, when a question as to practice or 
costs is actually in dispute between members, it is—as a rule —entertained 
only if both parties agree upon a statement of facts, and to be bound by the 
decision of the council. In their last report the council stated that, under the 
advice of counsel, they had selected a suitable case for reconsidering in the 
House of Lords the decisions Re Field and Re Emanuel §& Simmonds. The 
case in question, Savery and Stevens, appellants, and the Enfield Local 
Board, respondents, was argued before the House of Lords in April, but 
was decided against the solicitors. It must, therefore, be taken as settled 
law that the costs of negotiations for a lease, and of an agreement fora 
lease followed by a lease, and containing no collateral matters, are 
covered by the ad valorem lease scale. 

Solicitor- Mortgagee’s Profit Costs.—In their last annual report the council 
stated that they had under consideration the subject of bringing a suit- 
able test case before the court for the purpose of reviewing the recent 
decisions depriving a solicitor-mortgagee of his profit costs. Subsequentl, 
the cases of Re Doody, Fisher v. Doody (41 W. R. 49; 1893, 1 Ch..141), pe 
Hibbert v. Lloyd (1893, 1 Ch. 129), decided by Stirling, J., in August last, 
brought the subject of the right of a solicitor-mortgagee to charge 
profit costs again into prominence; and in view of the decisions in these 
cases (Hibbert v. Lloyd having been affirmed on appeal) the council thought 
that the time had arrived for a thorough examination into the whole 
question of a solicitor-mortgagee’s right to profit costs, and as to the pros- 
pects of success in the event of any further recourse to the courts, or whether 
an attempt should be made to obtain relief by legislation from the pressure — 
of existing decisions. The council accordingly laid an exhaustive case (in 
the preparation of which they,were largely assisted by the Incorporated Law 
Society of Liverpool) before Sir Horace Davey, Q.C., and Mr. R. F, 
Norton. Counsel were asked to advise as to the _—— of success in the 
House of Lords on the question of the right of a solicitor-mortgagee to 
profit costs in the same way as in an action in which he acts for himself — 
and recovers costs, and if success were unlikely, whether the object might 
probably be attained by legislation; and, further, as to the legality and 
effect of a clause in the mortgage giving a mortgagee-solicitor the right to 
charge profit costs. [The following is a copy of the opinion :—‘*‘ The 
questions arising as to a solicitor-mortgagee’s profit costs have been com- 
plicated in some of the cases by treating them as being analogous to 
questions arising as to profits made by a solicitor-trustee, with which, 
however, in our opinion, they have but little in common, though the 
results which have been arrived at are somewhat similar. The true rule 
applicable to the subject appears to be that a solicitor mortgagee is 
entitled, like every pr mortgagee, to principal, interest, and costs, and 
the question which really arises is: t are the costs of a solicitor- 
mortgagee? The costs which any litigant is entitled to recover 
are such expenses as he has properly disbursed, or (in other 
words) expenses out of pocket, including, where a layman employs 
a solicitor, the sums paid or payable to the solicitor for his profes 
sional remuneration; but they do not include the remuneration of 
the litigant for his own skill, professional services, or loss of time. In 
fact, costs are (properly speaking) out-of-pocket expenses, and a 
beyond. This has now been recognized as the true principle and basis 
decision in the cases where the question as to what are a solicitor- 
mortgagee’s costs has arisen (see per Kindersley, V.C., Matthison v. Clarke 
1854, 3 Drew. 3, where the was applied to an auctioneer; per 
Romilly, M.R., Re Taylor, 1854, 18 Beav. 172; per Kindersley, V.C., 
Sclater v. Cottam, 1857, 3 Jur. N. 8. 630; per Kay, J., Re Roberts, 1889, 44 
Ch. D. 54; per Esher, M.R., and Fry, L.J., Re Wallis, 1890, 25 Q. B. D. 
180; per Stirling, J., Stone v. Lickorish, 1891, 2 Ch. 870; and per Lindley, 
L.J., Re Doody, 1893, 1 Ch. 141). The only judicial dictum to the contrary 
which we have been able to find is that of Knight-Bruce, V.C., iu Ez parte 
Chamberlayne, Re West (14 Jur. 997), and there are also to the contrary 
effect the dicta mentioned in the text-books referred to in The London 
Scottish Benefit Society v. Chorley, mentioned below, and the statement as 
to the practice in the ing master’s chambers referred to in Stone ¥. 
Lickorish (1891, 2 Ch. 370), from which it appears that there was no 
settled practice in the chancery branch of the court. 
of The London Scottish Benefit Society v. Chorley (12 Q. B. D. 452, 13 Q. B. 
D. 872) has been thought to conflict with the rule as to what are costs as 
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above stated, and there are ( ularly in the court below) expressions to 
that effect in the judgments; but when the ju its of the Court of Appeal 
(13 Q. B. D. 872) are carefully considered, we do not think that the learned 
judges intended to lay down any rule conflicting with the ciples 
stated above. (See per Esher, M.R., and per Fry, L.J., in Wallis, 
95 Q. B. D. 180.) The effect of the decision seems to have been to allow 
as part of a solicitor’s costs out of pocket a fair allowance for the expense 
of his clerks, &c., in respect of work usually done through a solicitor’s clerk. 
If this case is correct, we do not see why it does not apply equally to the 
costs of a solicitor-mortgagee acting for himself in contentious business. 
But we doubt very much whether it can be a It seems to us to 
introduce a distinction which is difficult to understand and almoet impos- 
sible to define. The employment of the salaried clerk does not increase 
the solicitor’s expenses in any way, and does not, in our opinion, in any 
sense form an item in out-of-pocket expenses. Applying the principles 
above stated to a solicitor-mortgagee who acts both for himself as mort- 

e and for his chent as mortgagor in the preparation of the mo % 
the solicitor is not entitled to make any charge as remuneration for his 
professio skill or time for business which he does as mortgagee, but 
can charge his actual expenses out of pocket, and (as we think) also as 
against the mortgagor personally, his costs for business done on the mort- 

r’s as distinguished from the mortgagee’s behalf; and if the solicitor- 
mortgagee, subsequent to the date of the mortgage, undertakes any busi- 
ness, contentious or non-contentious, on behalf of himself as mortgagee, 
he will not be entitled to make any charge as remuneration for his time or 
skill employed therein, but can charge his expenses out of pocket only, 
whatever may be properly included in that expression. We are also of 
opinion that there is not any substantial chance of getting a different rule 
enacted by statute. It is unlikely that Parliament would pass a bill for 
giving to solicitors only for their trouble in litigation remuneration to 
which other professional men are not entitled, and it is also unlikely that 
Parliament would pass a statute giving all professional men remuneration 
for their time and trouble when engaged in litigation. 

2. In cases where the solicitor is one of several mortgagees, it is decided 
by Re Doody (1893, 1 Ch. 129), that the same rule — as if the solicitor 
is himself the sole mortgagee, and we do not see how any distinction in 
favour of the solicitor can be drawn, for, as Lord Justice Lindley points 
out, unless the same rule applies, the solicitor-mortgagee will be charging 
against the mortgagor a remuneration for his own personal trouble; that 
decision, moreover, is in accordance with Sclater v. Cottam. 

3, 4, & 5. We are of opinion that a solicitor-mortgagee can by an aptly- 
drawn agreement (the provisions and effect of which must, of course, be 
specially explained to the client) stipulate that he shall be paid for his 

ersonal skill and trouble such remuneration as he would have been paid 
he been employed as solicitor for a lay mortgagee. We are of opinion 
that there is not any rule of law or equity which renders such a bargain 
void; the only authority to the contrary is the case of Field v. Hopkins, 
before Mr. Justice Kay (44 Ch. D. 524), and his lordship’s observations in 
that case are only dicta, as they were not necessary for the decision of the 
case, and they were not in any way sanctioned by the Court of Appeal. 
The remuneration payable under a bargain so made could, in our opinion, 
be enforced against the mortgagor, and it could also be enforced against 
subsequent mortgagees where the remuneration was payable for work 
done prior to the notice of a second mo: ; but we have some doubt 
whether, consistently with the principle laid down in Hopkinson v. Rolt (9 
H. L. C. 514), such a bargain could be enforced as against subsequent 
mortgagees, as regards work done subsequently to the receipt of such a 
notice.—Horzacke Davey. Ronexr F. Norton.  Lincoln’s-inn, 28th 
February, 1893.’ 

The Liverpool Law Society thereupon raised certain other questions for 
the consideration of counsel, and a further case has been submitted by the 
council to Mr. R, F. Norton, but his opinion has not been received. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. R. A. Runpxz, solicitor (of the firm of Messrs. Rundle & Hobrow), 
Portland House, Basinghall-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commis- 
sioner for administering Oaths for the High Court at Fort William and 
for the North-Western Provinces of India, and for taking Acknowledg- 
ments of Married Women in respect of property in India. 

Mr, Auruur P. Jounson, assistant solicitor to the Corporation of Not- 
tingham and secretary to the Mayor of Nottingham, has been appointed 
aes * ze of Hampstead, in succession to Mr. Thomas Bridger, who has 
Tes ; 


CHANGES IN PARTNLRSHIPS. 
Disso.vution. 
Freperro Wimuam Buivunt, Percy Lawrorp, and Granam Bivnt, 
solicitors, 95, Gresham-street, London, E.C. (Blunt & Lawford). June 30. 
[ Gazette, July 14. 
GENERAL. 


The death is announced of Sir John Iles Mantell, the stipendiary 
os of Salford and the petty sessional division of Manchester from 
85. 


Mr. John Mottram, of Leeds, says the Globe, is evidently a person who 
inspires the bench with a ‘profound belief in his longevity. He is at 








present seventy-five years of age, and he has been ordered by the judge 
of the Crewe County Court amie penny year to Mr. John Stolen, of 
Manchester, until debt of 0s. wiped out, the payment to 
begin in July, 1899. At this rate, Mr. Mottram will be 921 by the time 
he has discharged his debt. 

The Albany Law Journal saya that the Supreme Court of the United 
States is composed of nine justices. One- of them—Chief Justice 
Fuller and Justices Field and Jackson—are Democrats, while the remain- 


ing six are Republicans. Their names, years of birth, and of appointment 
to this court are as follows :— 


Birth. Appointed. 
Melville W. Fuller (C.J.) wo ove 1833 oot 1888 
Stephen J. Field ioe we one 1816 1863 
John M. Harlan . se 1833 1877 
Horace Gray... vee ive eve 1828 1881 
Samuel Blatchford [since deceased]... 1820 1882 
David J. Brewer ies ony ant 1837 1889 
Henry B. Brown ove ove 1836 sa 1890 
George Shiras ... ane A 1832S... 1892 


Howell E. Jackson 


The foundation stone of the extension of the City of London Court was 
laid last week by Mr. Japheth Tickle, chairman of the Law and City 
Courts Committee of the City a ee in the presence of a large 
number of persons, including Mr. Commissioner Kerr (the judge), Mr. J. 
Robins (deputy judge), Mr. J. A. Wild (registrar), &c. Mr. Tickle 
explained that it was owing to the rapid rate at which the business of the 
court had increased that the necessity had arisen to extend the premises. 
The court had been presided over for thirty-five years by one of the 
soundest lawyers and most popular judges on the bench, to whom the 
completion of the building must be a source of great gratification, as it 
was to the corporation. The importance of the City of London Court to 
the citizens and the public could not be questioned, situate as it was in 
the centre of the greatest city in the world. He then laid the foundation 
stone, amidst hearty cheering. The cost of the building when completed 
will be £24,000. 


On Thursday last, says the St. James's Gazette, Mr. Whitmore was to 
ask the Home Secretary ‘“‘ whether two additional police-magistrates for 
London are not to be — They are badly wanted. We noted a 
day or two ago that business at Mr. Haden Corser’s court had to be 
suspended for the day owing to the illness of the magistrate. The 
circumstance brings into relief not only the general eae yey. | of the 
London police courts, but also the weakness of two of them, 
the West London and the South-Western. For some reason these two 
courts have only three magistrates attached to them, as have the North 
London and Clerkenwell ; but all the others have four magistrates for 
every two courts. During the holiday — one magistrate attached to 
each ‘‘union”’ is away on vacation. us there are only two magistrates 
left in town for the West London and South-Western courts; and when 
one magistrate is suddenly ill his court has to be closed for the day, to the 
great inconvenience of everybody. Why should not each pair of courts in 
the metropolis have its four ?”? [The Home Secretary said on 
Thursday that the question was under consideration. } 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 


Rota or Reoistrars in ATTENDANCE ON 









Date. Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Curry. Norra. 
ita i Lavie Rolt 
—" Bolt 
Pseranicoecs: — Rt 
b Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
e Kexewicn. Rouse 
Pugh Godfrey 
Beal Leach 
Pugh Godfrey 








STAMMERERS of all ages, and of stammering children should read a book 
writen ty gentleman, why cred Mel after wifering measly years. Post-free for 
thirteen stamps from Mr. B. Brasiey, Bf or “ Sherwood, 
Willesden-lane, , London. 


Wanxine To urrexpive House Purcaasuns & Lassees.—Before renting 
a house have the amy A Ces eee ea =, 


Sanitary Engineering & @, 
Wrataslates (letabe 1510) whe also wndortale the Ventilation &o.—[Anve.] 


ii 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Bysnn.— Dede 0, Oe wipes Edward Jarman Blake, solicitor, of the Old House, Crew- 


> a 
ge nad at 6, Dublin, the wife of G. A. McGusty, barrister-at- 


law, 
cagemceeg MARRIAGES. 
Rouzr—Rircus.—July 12, at St. Jude's, South Kensington, Mark Lemon Romer, of 
































29 Re et ae ANN eh Ce 















658 ies 


THE ‘SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





is * July 22,: 1895. 











Lincoln’s-inn, son of the Hon. Mr, Justice Romer, to Aunio 
Wilmot, fourth daughter of the ight Hon. C. T. Ritchie. 
Tysxe—Snaw.—July 11, at St. Paul’s, Swanley, aa Charles R. Tyser, barrister-at-law, 
to Lilian Adelaide, daughter of the late Rev. C. J. K. Shaw, vicar of Newington-next- 


DEATHS. 
Benrenp.-—July 36, sultenly, at his residence, 38, Arundel-gardens, London, Samuel 
., solicitor, of 35, Bucklersbury, E.C., late open Rewer 
Grayt.—July 16, at The Grove, Ealing, John Glasgow Grant, C.M.G., ane mgt Py 
lormerly of the House of Rawubly and in Chancery, Barbados, aged 88 
Hitt.—_Jul 11, at his residence, 16, Douglas-road, Canonbury, John Hill, solicitor, of 9, 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Faipay, July 14. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Loarep 1x CHANOERY. 

Ancas Piatixa Co, Lorrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 23, directed to be heard 
on July 21. Fielder, 3 and 4, Lincoln’s inn fiel s, solor for petner. Notice of appearing 
must reach the abovename:d not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 20 

Baritpos Conservative Aesee 1aTION Buriprnas Co, Liurrrep—Creditors are required, on 

or before Aug 1, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claima, to ‘William rid 14, Midland chmbrs, Shipley. Robinson & Co, Bradford, solors 
for liquidator 

Frinspury Panx Brarcx Manvracturixe Co, Luaren—Creditors are required, on or before 
Aug 11, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
fn Aad Abbott, 103, Alderagate st. Price & Sons, Walbrook, solors for 


Hore. a Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to send their 
names and ce ae 3 \ the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred Lionel 
Lewis, 54, Highbury hill 

InTeRwaTIONAL Express, Limirep—Petn for winding up will be heard on Friday, July 21. 
Whites & Co, 28, Budge row, mts for Press & Inskip. Bristol, solors for petners. 
Notice of a; ring must senth the aboven med not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of July 20 

Nevuavs Compination Macutxe Co, Limrrzp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 
31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 

Andrew Wallace Barr, Copthall House, Copthall avenue 

New Zeataxp Loaw axnp Mercaytite Acexcy Co, Loorep—Petn for winding up, 
presented July 12, directed to be heard on Fridsy, July 21. Paine & Co, 14, St Helen’s 
pl, solors for company, Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 
6 o’clock in th io alee ternoon of July 20 

PAaLmenrstTox Whee Association, Liuitep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 19, to 

their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to ‘Alfred 
Lionel Lewis, 54, Highbury hill 

Wiittamsoy’s Davo ‘o, Luarep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 5, to send 
their names and addresses, and the iculsrs of their debts or claims, to Nathan Todd, 
Penrith. Little & Lamonby, Penrith, solors for liquidator 

London Gazette.—Turspay, July 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limitep 1x CHANCERY 
Torx. Mixes, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented July 14, directed to be heard on 





Aug2. CE Beal, 30, Regent st, solor for company. Notice of appearing must reach 


the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 1 
Tovrist axp Proyipixe Co, Lnarep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 28, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J J Johnson 
130, Meadow st, Moss Side, Manchester 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Coatviiie Bririsu Worxmen’s Farexpiy Society, Ebenezer School, Leicester. July 13 
Co.irrorp Mutvat Beserit Society, Baptist School room, Coleford, Gloucester. July 13 


Gruuipawet Frieypiy Soctety, Red Cow Tavern, Tonyrefail, Glamorgan. July 13 
Srocxwett Sociat Civ, 85, Stockwell rd. July 13 





CRLDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram, 

London Gazette.—Faipay, July 7 


Mitiee, Darrow Tuomas, Sherborne lane, Solicitor. July 31. Wood v Miller, North, J, 
Kirby, Old Palace yd, Westminster 





| Saunpers, Lucy, Windsor rd, Ealing Augi Miller & Co, Telegraph st 


Doverivar Provipext Co-operative Society, Lauren, Stores, Doveridge, Derby — 13 | — a Louisa, Crofton Towers, nr Wakefield Aug 1 Dixon & Horne, Wake 


| 


| 


Wueyes, Many, Claughton, nr Fiatowner. July 91. Wilkinson 5 
Li meol. Li a. 
Witte, Lewis, Newt ride Der agin ae July 92 Griffiths Bro 







UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram, 
London Gazette.—Tursvay, July 11. 
Baae, Wiiu1am Tuomas, Oilman Aug 15 Overell & 

—— Leamington Spa, ug vi Son, Leaming. 
But.ock, Aurrep, Landport, Hants, Licensed Victualler Aug 19 King, Landport 
Cates, Louisa, Fakenham, Norfolk Aug21 Cates & Co, Fakenham 
Cartes, Rosert, Fakenham, Norfolk, Solicitor Aug 21 Cates & Co, Fakenham 
Crosz, Fryer, Epney, Glos Augi4 Bretherton & Co, Gloucester 





Cciiey, Jerrery, New ct, St Swithin’s lane Aug10 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone es 











































Cutvey, Saran, Folkestone Augl0 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 
Davewrort, Cuartes, Bury, Wheelwright July 24 Butcher & Barlow, Bury 


Ex.iorr, Grace Gartayp, Romola rd, Herne hill Aug 7 Jackson & Co, Old Jewry. = 
z 


Eway, Mary, Garlands Asylum, nr Carlisle Aug19 Bolton & Bolton, Kendal 
Foster, Auice Jerrery, Folkestone Aug10 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 
Faance, Joux, Marsden, nr Huddersfield, Brewer Sept1 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 


Gans, James Frepericx Seceeran, Charlton Glos, Clerk in Holy Orde ; 
Cheltenham _— = 7 : 


Drew, 
Groner, Ricuarp, Faversham, Kent, Wheelwright Sept 1 Johnson, Faversham 


Gopw ™, Ja Janes, C.C., Grand avenue, Leadenhall market, Meat Salesman July 31 White, oe 


bldgs, Ludgate circus 


Haacarp, peo) mab Meysoum River, Bradenham Hall, Norfolk, J.P., D.L., Barrister at os 


law Augi9 Young & Co, St Mildred’s ct, Poul! 


Harais, Mary, Connaught sq, Hyde pk Aug 22 y yA Attlee, Billiter sq ee 
iamnany, See Ricuarv, Handsworth, Staffs, Commercial Traveller Sept1 Tyndall B, 


Jackson, Timea Olen Wilts Augi9 Gough, Calne 

Jexxinas, Gzorce Tgouas, Faversham, Kent, Salesman Sept 1 Johnson, Faversham 
Lawsoy, Exizasetu, Sunderland Aug 12 Moore & Co, Sunderland 

Loxuam, Joux Watton, Liverpool,Gent Augi5 Sefton, Liverpool 

Mavyriz.p, James, Lincoln Aug 28 Norledge & Colton, Newark 


Mier, Taomas, Westhoughton, Lanes, Collier July 18 Richardson & Marsh, Bolton | 


Mosryx, Joun, Liansilin, co Denby, Tailor Aug 3 Simon, Mold, Flints 


Normay, Janne Onanins, Highworth, Wilts, Clerk in Holy Orders July 31 Elwell, me 


Wo! 
Picxvorp, Saran, Bayston rd, Stoke Newington Augi5 Dunkerton & Son, Bedford tow 
‘| Parke, Georar, Portsea, Hants, Licensed Victualler Aug19 King, Landport 


Roppam, Se.riwa Hennierra, Newport, Salop Augi10 Dawson & Co, Lincoln’s ion 


Sistine , Octavia, Dorking, Surrey Augi5 Harston, Bishopsgate st Within - 
| Tomqueen, Besesanm, Wettenhall, nr Winsford, co Chester, Farmer Sept 9 Conk, a 
| Tyrex peg mg Wauree Rosert, Plashwood, Haughley, Suffolk Awe 3 
Usuer, Jous, Faversham, Kent, Hay Merchant Sept1 Johnson, Faversham : 
Wappiyoton, Evtzasers, Birkenhead Augs Lamb & Taylor, Birkenhead 

Watkins, Witi1aM Assot, Waterford, Captain in Royal Artillery Sept1 Tyndall &Oo, 







Birming! 
| Wixpsor, Eowiy, Liverpool, Licensed Victualler Sept7 Berry, Liverpool et 








Grayxt, Micuari Henry Ryay, King’s Norton, Worcs, | T ,A , Ystrad, Rhondda, Glam, Collier Ponte 
BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. Builder Birmingham Pet July 8 Ord P mpridd Pet Jul 10 aly Ss g 
Huw, Tom Wii.iam, —— 


London Gazette.—Fuipay, July 14. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
— Hexry, Station rd, Forest a, Bootmaker 
Court Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Boseett, Arntuve, York yard, Duncan st, Islington, Cab 
High Court Pet May 27 Ord July 10 
Bowgr, Hewry Rees, Buckingham Palace rd, Wine Mer- 
chant’s Clerk High Court Pet June 2i Ord July 10 
Brown, Anxxiz Mania, Great Grimsby, Milliner Great 


Pet July 8 Ord July 8 


Lez, Tuomas, Watt 
Pet June 97 Ord July 10 
Le Grasp, W 


Pet July 11 Ord July 11 Lister, coms, Ki upon Hull. — Dealer | Waee.ne, Henny, Wooburn Green, Bucks 
beng ne = — » Dare te Hermchll, Kent, Fruiterer : Ki ng ’ all Pet July 10 ‘ont July 10 - Ayles! Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
y w  ?, rLaaae amus, Fowey, Corn Outfitter Truro wansea, Deal wanses e 
Day, Hexey Groner, and Cuaries ) kal Dairy, St Mary et July 12 Ord July 12 2’ a ‘ Wire July tt Ord July 11 piccapay wah : 


st, Steam Dyers Hi Court Pet July Suen Joux, Kemp To ene Nursery: Brighton 
10 Ord July 10 ” Pet July 11 Ord July 11 il 7 The following amen: 


Davee, Daviv Jonx, Dowlais, om, Grocer Merthyr | Parker, Georce, Blackwood. 


Pet July 12 Ord July 12 


JessetT, Coryetivs, Priors 
Labourer Warwick Pet A 

Lawrence, Isaac, Twining, nr pyheebery, fone New- stone 
port, Mon Pet June 90 Ord July 

ord, = Boot Dealer Bridgwater 


8, hill 
High Court ee Ord J 


gar Pet July 10 Ord Jul 


» Mion, General Dealer Trede- Be 







ie & P uly Ord July 10 ij 

Hants, Baker Portsmouth Tease, Grorar Jesse, and Geoncr Frepericn Cont Bal 

Carter lane, Umbrella Manufacturers High Court 

July5 Ord July 11 ; 

Sm Joun fm all Burton on Trent, Builder Maid” 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Wau am oe Jomx, Carlisle, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet Julyit 


Wate ee Houesr, and Bewnsamin Powe.y, While” 
Steam Horses Pre — 


ve wr 8s Manager wi nr Wakefield, Travelling 
Wakefield Pet Saly 7° Ord Bd 


Marston, eee, 
26 Ord July 








ded notice is substituted for that pb 
lished in the London Gazette of July 7 :— g 


a 


Crorspate, James Argtuur Lyyxpoyx, Elmdon, W: 
shire, Journalist Birmingham 


Davies, Jons Laxwe.ti, Risca, Mon, Draper Newport, | Pexxixs, Cuartes, Gt yg Fruiterer Gt Grimsb une 16 @ 

atom ee uly 12 Ord Jaly's2 oot July 8, Ord July 38 r ‘| wee Pet June 16 Oat 

LLioTT, Ricnanp, Finsbury pavement, Solicitor’s Manag- ‘OINGDESTRE, Colville mansions, Notting hill High a 
Gterk High Court Pet July 10. Ord July 10 Court Pet June 29 Ord July 12 ORDERS RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ing 
im Joux, Penygroes, Carnarv: 
Bvaxe, E Dealer Bangor ret July it y ideo Matty: | 
vars, Ricnarp, —, urer rh, Wittiam, Dan 
Tydfil Pet July ii Ord July “i High ae 


sims Harey, Snodland, Kent, Dutcher Maidstone Pet | Sxe.onove, Henry, saanpont, © 


uly 11 Grd July 11 July 10 Ord Jul 


=, Worcester, Glover Worcester Pet July 11 | Sranzow, Watren, Cambridge, Builder ee Pet 


July 11 Ord Jal 


yi 
Guapstoss, Janes, Addington, Surrey, Farmer Croydon Sravvens, by Hirer 8; 
Pet Jul Agent tly fo" Ged Sal J aly 10. oe 


7 Ord July7 





Gooppan, Aurnep, eaeeny, Carver Canterbury Pet | Summens Rann te ears 
Nottingham Pet July 11° Ord J pit 


July 11 Ord July 11 


Court Pet July 11 Ord Ju 


onshire, formerly Coal | Suznsox, Lady Axwx, Cambrid ew ag Kilburn, Widow | Cuzsrer, Cuartes Awnruoyy (in the Recei 
High Court put saly il 


Jul: gg He C A Cuester), Mount st, Gen 
pk, 0 Commercial Clerk Court Ree Ord June 26 Rese July 10 
y 11 Hower, 5 oO eee t nsurance Unde 
High Court Rec Ord June 16 Rese July 12 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Auiex, Catrazanre Caossy, Halsey st, Cadogan 
Court Dresmaker July 21 ati2 Bankruptcy nd 
Bau py — Forest Gate, 
July 21 at 1 eskraptey b bidgs, Carey st 








uilder Portsmouth Pet 
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Wine Mer- 


Bowen, Henry Rexs, Buckingham Palace 7 blag 


chant’s Clerk July 25at1i Bankruptcy 


street 

Bores, Sterxen, Devonport st Commercial rd East, Flour 
Factor July 25 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Baavixy, Joux Frevericx, Worcester, Boot Maker July 
2% at 11.30 Off Rec, Worcester : 

CHANDLER, Wiuiam, Preston Park, Sussex, Dairyman 
July 24.at 12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Cuarxey, Epmunp, Preston, Painter July 28 at 3 Off 
Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Cuzaver, Ricuarp, Lichfield, Seedsman July 27 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall ; 

Cou.eTT, Harriet, Coln St Aldwyns, Fairford, Glos, Linen 
Draper July 21 at12 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

Corstos, James, Cardiff, Watchmaker July 24at11 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 

Cooper, Joux, Lower Broughton, Salford, late Cotton 
Waste Dealer July 24at3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

‘gawk, JAMES, Sheffield, Coal Merchant 

Off Rec, Figtree lane, Sheffield 

CrorHALL, CuaRrues, Staplehurst, Kent, Boot Maker. July 
%at3 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Damuy, Henry Grorex, and Cuartes Jouy Dary, St 
Mary’s st, Whitechapel, Steam Dyers July 21 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Fiewp, Harry, Snodland, Kent, Butcher July 26at4 Off 
Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Gayt, Anruur Jouny, Brighton, Solicitor July 2at3 Off 
Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Gexxzy, WiiL14M, Gt Grimsby, Basket Maker July 22 at 
11 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 

Gueves, Joun, Knight’s hill rd, West Norwood July 21 at 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

GoopseaD, ALrrep Henry, Burton on Trent, Tailor July 
21 at 3.30 Midland Hotel, Station street, Burton on 
Trent 

Haut, Hexry Wii114m, Bessborough p), Pimlico, Carriage 
Builder July 25 atil Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Hovse, Ricnarb, Fore stavenue July 21 at2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bidgs, Carey st 

Huu, Tom Witu1Am, Fratton, Hants, Baker 


July 24 at 2.30 


July 25 at 


3.80 Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Ports- 
mouth 
Jarvis, Jonw Witiram, and Jonn Wittiam Jarvis (jun), 


Charing Cross rd, Booksellers 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Jouysey, Hans, Kingston upon Hull, Commission Agent 
July 22 at 11 Off Rec, Trinity house lane, Hull 

Larrwoop, Joun, Balham, Surrey July 24 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, London bridge 

Lz Grasp, Ww 8, Denmark hill, late Brewer’s Manager 
July 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Locke, SusannaH, Manchester, Music Dealer July 21 at 3 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Marrsews, Witu14M, Hockering, Norfolk, of no occupa- 
tion July 22at12 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Oupriztp, Gzores, Cobham, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
July 24 at 11.30 Off Rec, Rochester 

Parmer, F A, Bromsgrove, Worcs, Butcher 
10.30 Off Rec, Worcester 

Perry, Atrrep, Clapham, Surrey July 25 at 11.30 2%, 
Railway app, London bridge 

PowELL, Jos, Traheont, Grocer July 2 at 3 Off Rec, 
Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Preston, Gronce Frepericx, Fowey, Cornwall, Gent 
July 21 at 10.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Paorr, Jonn Hermann, Lady aret rd, Kentish Town, 
Tailor July 24 at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Raynen, Bensamin Nutt, sen, Sittingbourne, Kent, late 
Grocer July 25 at 11.30 Off Rec, High st, Rochester 

Roorrs & Jackson, late Devonshire chmbrs, Bishopsgate st 
Without, Stock Dealers July 24 at12 Bankruptcy 
bidgs, Carey st 

Sayrorp, Henry, Bromley, Kent, Builder July 21 at 11.30 
24, Railway approach, London Bri 

Snoo.perc, Epa, Kingston upon Hull, Clothier’s Manager 
July 24at11 Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Simpson, Frepericx, High st, Wood Green, Jeweller July 
2lat3 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Suuxerr, Josern, Lancaster, Coachbuilder July 28 at 2.30 
Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Swetonove, Henry, Landport, Builder July 25at4 Off 
Rec, Cambridge Junction, High st, Portsmouth 

Tvayer, Joszru, Pendleton, Salford, Boot Manufacturer 
July 21 at 3.30 Ogden’s chambers, Bridge street, 
Manchester 

Verre.., Joun Hexsert, Burton on Trent, Builder’s Fore- 
man July 26 at 3.30 Off Rec, Week st, Maidstone 

Warxer, James Dixon, and Hayxan Burrows, Barnsley, 
Down Quilt Manufacturers July 26 at 10,15 Off Ree, 
3, Back Regent st, Barnsley 

Wa.xer, Joun, Carlisle, In 
Lonsdale st, Carlisle 

Wauier, Dyson Hirst, and Beyyamin Powein 
nr Wakefield, Travelling Steam Horses ‘Proprietors 
July 2i at 11 Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Weston, Hexsert Tuomas, Sheffield, late Manager of a 
Limited Co July 2 at 3 Off Reo, Figtree lane, 
Shettield 

Wairwonrrn, Rosert, Milnrow, nr Rochdale, late Cotton 
Waste Dealer July 24 at 3.6 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge 
st, Manchester 

Wixwoov, Tuomas, Worcester, Plumber July 25 at 12 
Off Rec, Worcester 

Woop, Saran Jane, Burton on Trent, Corn Dealer July 
2lat3 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on Trent 

Woopcockx, Tuomas, Coppull, nr Chorley, Lancs, Farmer 
July 21 at 11 16, Wood st, Bolton 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of July 7 :— 


Biacii, Cuar.es Septimus Laneningtom, Professor of Music 
July 22 at 11,30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apamsox, Joszrn Jouy, Handsworth, Staffs, Carriage 
Builder Birmingham Pet June17 Ord July 6 


July 21 at 12 Bank- 


July 25 at 


July 21 at 12 12, 


Whitwood 


eeper 








A.iex, Catruzaine Caospy,* Halsey st, 
Court Dressmaker High Court Pet July 1 ord 


July 8 
Bats, i. late Whitechapel Licensed Victualler High 
Court Pet May 18 rd Fale 12 
Bower, Henzy Rexs, B Palace Wine Mer- 
chant’s Clerk High Pet June2i Ord July 11 
Manufacturer 


Brock, Wattrer, Wood st square, A 
High Court Pet June 27 Ord July 8 

Brown, Annie Mania, Great Grimsby, Milliner Great 
Grimsby Pet July 11 Ord July 11 

Coacuwortnh, GeorGe , Hernhill, Kent, Fruiterer 
Canterbury Pet July 11 Ord July 11 ‘ i 

Cro1spaLe, James Antuur Lyypow, Elmdon, Warwickshire, 
Journalist Birmi Pet June 16 Ord July 8 

Datry, Henry Geores, and Cuarces Joun Dairy, 8t Mary 

st, Whi Steam Dyers High Court Pet 


.J -J 

July 10 Ord July 10 

Davies, D J, Morriston, Glam, Draper Swansea Pet 
June 27 Ord July 8 

Davies, Hersert W11114M, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet June 30 Ord July 8 

Exuiott, Ricnarp, Finsbury pavement, Solicitor’s 

ing Clerk High Court Pet July 10 Ord 
y 10 
Evans, Davip, Celyn, Meifod, Montgomeryshire, Farmer 
livasm Soon; Fewuenmn, Gommavendin, teneity Gil 
VANS, Joun, Penygroes, 0 , for y 

Dealer Bangor Pet July11 Ord July 11 

Evans, Ricnarp, Glam, Labourer Merthyr 

dfil Pet Julyi1 Ord July 11 

Fie.p, Harry, Snodland, Kent, Butcher Maidstone Pet 
July 10 Ord July 11 

Foss, Gzonar, Worcester, Glover Worcester Pet July 11 
Ord July 11 

Garrett, Eowarp Lewis, Billiter st, Jute Broker High 
Court Pet June2 Ord July 8 

Guassey, Cuantzes Henny, Birmingham, Fish Dealer 
Birmingham Pet July1 Ord July 6 

Goopsan, Atrrep, Canterbury, Carver Canterbury Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 

Grover, Tuomas, Finsbury pavement High Court Pet 
nq fe Ord July 8 

Haut, Hesry Wii114Mm, Bessborough place, Pimlico, Car- 
riage Builder High Court Pet July6 Ord July 8 

Heywoop, Harvey Georer, Bri rd, Hammersmith, 
Builder High Court Pet Apriii2 Ord July8 

Hixtiary, Joun Rayment, Manchester, Accountant 
chester Pet June8 Ord July 11 


Hvueues, H Seymour, Eccleston sq High Court Pet May 
27 Ord July ll 

Hout, Tom Wiutiam, Fratton, Hants, Baker Portsmouth 
Pet July8 Ord July8 


Jounsen, Haws, Kin m upon Hull, Commission 
—— upon H Pet June 16 Ord July 11 
Jones, Tuomas Hueu, Garth, Bangor, Carnarvonshire, 
uarry rr r Pet Junel9 Ord July 12 
K.ven, Artuur Georce, Newgate st, late Public Account- 
ant High Court Pet May 30 Ord July8 


Lister, Jons, ~~, upon Hull, Furniture 
Kingston upon Hull Pet July 10 Ord July 10 

Lvaee, Wii.14M James, Fowey, Cornwall, Outfitter 
Pet July 11 Ord July 12 

Massurt, Tomas, Linslade , Bucks, Painter Luton Pet 
July 4 Ord July 11 

Martin, Joun Hamittron, Tedworth sq, Chelsea, Lieuten- 
-_ in Dragoon Guards High Court PetNov10 Ord 

y8 

Mason, Gronoz Henry, Gainsborough, Plumber Lincoln 
Pet July 3 Ord July 12 

Mixes, Joux, Kemp Town, Brighton, Nurseryman Brigh- 
ton Pet July 10 Ord July 11 

Nersuam, Grorar, Middlesborough, Metal Broker Mid- 
dlesborough Pet June 23 Ord July 10 

Nicuo.as, Jonn Samvuet, Daventry, 


Jeweller N Pet June 14 Ord July 8 
Patmer, Ricnarp Ex.iorr, Newdigate, Surrey, late Wine 
s nn on — 5 Ord July 6 

ARBRRISIUS, AUL DWARD ERMANN yard, Bank 

Clerk’ High Court Pet June 8. Ord July 11 
Perkins, Cuarizs, Great Grimsb Fruiterer Great 

Grimsby Pet July 12 Ord July 12 
PoncHie.ui, GuGLIELMO, ouse st, Provision Mer- 

chant High Court ‘Pet June 17 Ord July 8 


Preston, Grorce Faepericx, Fowey, Cornwall, Gent 
Truro Pet June 23 Ord July 12 

Price, Epwix C H, U Westbourne terrace, 
Captain High Pet Feb17 Ord July 8 

Suerson, Lady Ayyz, Cam! avenue, Kilburn, Wid ow 
High Court Pet July 11 yl 

Swarry, Baxer, Malton, Yorks, Scarborough 
Pet June 19 Ord July 12 

Syeverove, Henry Builder Portsmouth Pet 
June 29 Ord July 10 ; 

Srarrow, Water, Cambridge, Builder Cambridge Pet 

8r pe hg Coun ‘itex ilsb i Sewing 

AFFORD, TLLIAM RY y, 

Machine Agent Boston Pet Faly 10 Ord duly 10 

Bulwell, Nottingham, Grocer 


Summers, ALEXANDER Henry, 


Pet July 11 mg Ah 
Trormay, eet, ¥: Rhondda, Glam, Collier Ponty- 
Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Tunner, Josern, lord, Boot Manufacturer 


ord Pet June 21 Ord July 12 \ 
Verre.t, Joux Hersert, Burton on Trent, Builder Maid- 


Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
Waker, Joun, Innkeeper Carlisle Pet July 11 
Ww Ord Sty = Hr and B. Po Whitwood, 
ALLER, Dyson Hinst, ENJ AMIN POWELL, 
nor Wakefield, Travelling Steam Horses Proprietors 
Wakefield Pet July 7 July 7 
Witxs, Bensammn, Swansea, Furniture Dealer Swansea 
Pet July 11 Ord July 11 
London Gasette—Tuxspay, July 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Asuort, Francs Aongs, ee oy Sussex, Lodging 
"House Keeper Pet July 13 Ord July 
Apvams, Hewry, Wells, Edmonton 
Ord July 10 





he a en heen ne 
noe 


Jouy, 


OSTA 

Bracuan, T, and Gon, late Ormalde: 

EACH 

Cocoa Nut 

- ag, re Ord July 13 oa - 

eTTS, CHaRLes CLIFFORD, Harry Coorzr Corsiper, 
Milton st, Cardboard Box Manufacturers 

Court Pet July 13 Ord July 13 


BiacksuatL, Tuomas, Hoop Makers Tun- 
B A on, Metnes 1 stadia late Innkeope: Dud- 
ROOK LLEN, 

ley Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
CourLeTawa! Isaac, Over Kellett, Lanes, Farmer 
July 13 ty 
Court, Tomas by ag New Kent, Plumber 


> . Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
ART, THOMAS, Baker Bridgwater 
- Pet July 13 Ord July 13 Staite, Photogragher 
AWSON, ARLES, is, 
Walsall Pet Julyii Ord July li 
Duncan, Ropert Banciay, Leicester, Leicester Pet 
July13 Ord July 13 
Exuis, Cuarves, Dorset, Butcher Dorchester 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 
see ups Mixton, late of Leeds, Joiner Leeds 
me... 4° ~ oa Brabus West Hampstead, 
HE HO! gins, 
Electrician Court Pet June27 Ord July 14 


Gragam, Witiiam Appy, 
e July vy July 14 a, 
REENING Copthall chmbrs, nae Btock 

Dealers Court Pet June 12 July 14 

Gairrrrus, Joun See Va, Teseee Valley, Grocer 
Pontypridd Pet July 13 July 13 

Gaiumonp, Rosset, ¥ 
turer Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Hamxow, I W, Eastcheap, Merchant High Court Pet June 
15 Ord July 14 


eres, & 5 4% Lime st High Court Pet May4 Ord 


yl4 
Hirt, Harry Canter, Ipswich, Toy Dealer Ipswich Pet 
July 11 Ord July 11 
Hinast, Hexsenrr, Halifax, Box Maker Halifax Pet July 
Hoe ey 
upsox, Freperick, 's Lynn, Farmer King’s Lynn 
Pet July 1 Ord ‘sais 
Tnaes, Paths London Wall, Gent High Court Pet June 2 
yl4 
James, Jouy, late Hotel, Moorgate 
Court Pet June 12 Onl Julg 14 
i ’ Window Fitter 
a Vale, Rhondda Valley, 
Pontypridd Pet July Pag | 


Jennines, Harry, 
Pet July 15 Ord 
Jones, Tuomas, Cl 


July 14 
Joreznsen, ConrnaD Faxpsaicx Earc, Fenchurch st, Corn 
Factor High Court va stony Ay July 13 
Kenpaick, Harry, Darlaston, Grocer Walsall 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 
Kine, James Srevart, 


a ee ‘High Court Pot April 


July 13 : 
rs a 


Ouiver, Wri114m Joux, jun, Hexry Tewrce Oxrver, and 
Tom Eowanp Ouvis, Printers Stockton 





-—_—_— 
— 


Exus, Witu1am Lewis, Dwyran,; Llanfair P G, Anglesey, | 
formérly Relieving Officer July 27 at 11.30 


Hotel, 

Evans, Daviv, Celyn, Meifod, ya samet Farmer 
July 2% ati Off Rec, Llanidloes 

Gasman “Eowanp Lewis, Billiter 3 Jute Broker July 
26 at 1 oy bl Carey st 

aay om dons, Newcastle on Tyne, Cab Proprietor July 
26at11 Off Rec, Pink lane, Newcastle on Tyne 

Grassy, ~ He Hewyry, Birmingham, Fish Dealer 
July 28 at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Goopsay, Atrrep, Canterbury, Carver Aug 4at9.30 Off 
Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

Hini, Harry Carter, Py Toy Dealer July 25 at 
12.15 36, Princes st ich 

Hirst, Herpeer, aly Box Maker July @at il Off 
Rec, Townhall chambers, Halifax 

Hosss, .y~ Samvuet, Cardiff, Dyer July 25 at 12 

Queen st, Cardiff 


Off 


Railway | 


Howes, Wirsias, £ Bridgend, Glam, Boot Dealer July 26 | 
atll 


Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 
Tsaacson, Bertram Putxweas, Newport, Mon, Musical 
Instrument Dealer July 26at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


st 
Jones, omas, Pontyrhyl, Garw vay Glam, Groce r 
July @at3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Card 
Joxgs, Tuomas Hvon, Garth, Bangor, ena Manager 
July 28 at 1130 Prince of Wales Hotel, Carnarvon 
Kino, James Srevart, Hunter st, Brunswick square, 
Major in Bombay Staff Corps July 2at12 Bank- 
bldgs, Carey st 
Krona, Joun Hester, Alfred place West, South Ken- 
= m, Artist’s Colourman July27 at12 Bankruptcy 


st 

Las J ames, Newcastle on 
Off Ree, Pink lane, 
A.rrep, Bat 
July 26 at 11.30 

ion Bridge 
Lewis, Wrxpaas Wriuiam, and Tuomas Henry Lewis, 
A _ July 28 at 11.30 Off Rec, 29, 


e, Boot Dealer July 26 at 
ewcastle on e 
Surrey, General Iron- 


1 E, 
24, Railway approach, 


LrsyeTT, Avrrep Turacsy, and Harry Wueexer, Bir- 
eeTs dnly 27 at 11 23, Colmore row, 


ite Estate), Sparkbrook, 


Lixsett, ALFRED Tracey ( 
uly 27 at 11 23, Colmore 


, Engineer 


ag Jonm, Kingston upon Hull, Furniture Dealer July 
26 al Off Rec, Trinity House lane, Hull 

Lvaa, Wits IAM James, Fowey, Cornwall, Outfitter July 
2 et 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, Truro 

Massutr, Tuomas, Linslade, Bucks, Painter 
Off Rec, St Paul’s sq, Bedford 

Macpona.p, Ropert, Guildford, Surrey, En 


atl way h, London Bri 
Middlesborough, Metal’ F Broker July 


Negsuam, Georoe, 
% at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Peruivs, Cuaries, Great Grimsby, Fruiterer July 26 at 11 
Off 15, Osborne st, Great Grimsby 

Paiwies, hoon Hexry, St Leonards on Sea, — 4 
House Keeper July 31 at 12.30 Young & Son, Ban 


July 26 at 3 


— July 27 


| Granam, Wituram Appy, Sheffield, Grocer 


| Hirt, Haney Carrer, arene, Toy Dealer Ipswich Pet 


Pir, Gzonce, Airedale Cliff, Newlay, Yorks, late Gelatine | 
Manufacturer July 26 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, | 


Leeds 

Powropestas, W. F., Colville mansions, Notting hill 
July 27 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Roacn, Jou» Tuomas Pryextty, svete Theatrical 
i Jaly 26 at 12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria street, Liver- 


ae: Kxup, Wool Exc’ + 


July 27 at 18 Bankruptcy bl st 


Commission Merchant | 


July 26 at 1.45 Antelope | 


Sauspers, Jouw Oaxvey, and Fraaxcis Henserr Saunvens, | 
Wi Con ane 


Hotel, Dorcheste 

Serer; Tsatan ol Oldham, Tailor July @at3 Bank 
chambers, Queen st, Oldham 

Sraanow, Wauter, Cambridge, Builder July 25 at 12 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cambri 

Sumuens, Atzxaxper Hewny, N: July 
Bati2 Off St Peter’s Chi ntl Motes Nottingham 

Tar Epwis, Yorks, Accountant July 25 at 12.30 | 
Carlisle ehmbrs, Carlisle st, Goole 

Tuomas, Isaac Evans, Cardiff, Draper July at 3 Off 


me Liverpool, 
Rec, 35, Victoria st, 


Turxen, Grorce Jesse and Groner Frepericx Foxe, 
, Umbrella Manufacturers July 26 at 2.30 | 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wanpuz, Joux, Leicester, Boot Mauufacturer July 27 at 
12° Off Ree, 34, Friar lane, Leicester 


uly 28 at 3 Off 
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| Wamses, Harry deapeatiner estate), Sparkbrook, Bir- 
mingham, Engineer July 27 at 11 23, Colmore row, 
Birmingham 

Wiixiysex, Henry Joun, Catford, Kent, Salesman to a 
Furniture Dealer July 25 at 12 24, Railway approach, 
London Bridge 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

A..ex, Hexry, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer North- 
ampton Pet May 23 Ord July 15 

Axprews, Jouyx, Durham, Innkeeper 
Pet July 15 Ord July 15 

Baxer, Jonn, Sheffield, Cutlery Manufacturer Sheffield 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Batiarp, Hewry, Station rd, Forest gate, Bootmaker 
High Cou:t Pet July 10 Ord July 12 

Barre.., Jostan, Whitworth, Rochdale, Fruiterer Oldham 


Pet July 11 Ord July s 

Beck, Grores, Liverpoo! rip Hangings Merchant 
uly 15 

toa Public 


Liverpool Pet July 7 7 ord 
Buiack, E 8, Perryn rd, East Acton, Sec: 
Company Brentford Pet June 3 Ord cae 27 
Bores, Steruryx, Devonport st, Comm rd East, Flour 
Factor High Court. | Pet July 6 Ord July 13 


Brooxes, Attex, Black Heath, tae late Innkeeper 
Dudley Pet July 10 Ord July 10 
oF Manu- 


Newcastle on Tyne 


Burrox, Water Cuatwoop, Warrington, 
facturer Warrington Pet June27 Ord 

Caarter, Cuarces Epwarp, — Cycle fund, kine 
pool Pet June13 Ord Jul 

Crark, Jos Tuomas, Hanley, ailder Hanley Pet May 
16 Ord July 11 

CoppLeTuwaite, Isaac, Over Kellett, 
Preston Pet July13 Ord July 13 

Court, Taomas Henny, New om, Kent, Plumber Green- 

wich Pet July 14 Ord July 14 


Lanes, Farmer 


Dauziet, Groner, Eowarp Datziet, and Tuomas Boutroy 

Gricuetst Septimus Daze, Fleet st, Printers 

Court Pet June12 Ord July 12 

Dart, Tuomas, Puriton, Somerset, Baker Bridgwater 
Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Daviss, Davin Jons, Dowlais, os. Grocer Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet July 12 Ord July 13 

Duncax, Rosert Barcuay, Leicester, Dyer Leicester 
Pet July 13 Ord July 18 

Eowarps, Hexrwoxnp Mauuett, Beversbrook rd, Tufnell 
Park, Builder High Court Pet June 13 Ord July 13 

Ex.is, Cuarves, Cattistock, Dorset, Butcher Dorchester 
Pet July 14 Ord July 14 

Evuis, Witu1am Lewis, Dwyran, Lianfair P.G., Anglesey, 
oment Relieving ‘Officer Bangor Pet June 22 Ord 

uly 12 

Eversrieip, Hexry Artaur, Marylebone st, Actor High 
Court Pet June 15 Ord July 12 

Farranp, Cravpe Mitox, late of Leeds, Joiner Leeds 

Pet July 13 Ord July 13 

Gisstns, James Burt, Mark lane, Chemical Merchant High 

Court Pet May5 Ord July 14 

Sheffield Pet 


Jaly 14 Ord July 14 
Grant, Micuart Hewry Ryan, King’s Norton, Worcs, 
Builder Birmingham Pet July8 Ord July 12 


July 11 Ord July 11 

Hinst, Hersert, Halifax, Box Maker Halifax Pet July 
18 Ord July 13 

Horsey, ALFrRrep, ont, pms late Tailor Liver- 
pool Pet June6é Ord July 

James, Hensert, formerly of ‘Raron’s Court rd, West 
Kensington High Court Pet March 2 Ord July 13 

Jarvis, Jonn Wiiiiam, and Joun Wi.iiam Jarvis, jun, 
Chari > alae Booksellers High Court Pet July 3 
Ji 

Le Granp, Padi Srove 
Manager High neu bet 2 19 Ord J 

Lewis, STerHes, ttage, nr Cl vatereen. SE 
ao , Labourer Penbres Dock Pet July 13 Ord 
uly 15 

McIwross, C H pe Mortiaer, Somerleyton rd, Brixton 
High Court Pet April13 Ord July 13 

Mork, F W, Clement’s lane, Solicitor Ord July 13 Re- 
ceivin Order made under sec. 103 

Ottver, Henry, Branston Island, Lincs, Farmer Lincoln 
Pet July7 Ord July 13 

Oxiver, Witiiam Jonny, jun, Henry ee Le Ouars 
Tom Epwasp O.iveR, Btadkten 
on Tees ay reg ey Pet july’ Te ord te 12 

Pay, Samvet, ~ Butcher Canterbury Pet 
July 15 Ord J ad 

PARKER, ens lackwood, Mon, General Dealer 

Poors, Jous Hineuax’, Late Marea Ketel © 

Rnorr, JOHN ~ 7, me Ken ‘own, 

Tailor High Court Pet June 15 Ord July 8 

Saxetsy, Atrrep Turner, ae, Tailor Shrews- 


Denmark hill, een Brewer's 





bury Pet July1 Ord July 15 


Sent, Woetsdamn Danby Denmark Pa 
erk High Court "pet Jul il Ord July 14 
Syetime, Ricwarp, urrey, Butcher 
Pet June 23 Ord July 11 
SpeNcELEy, i York, Boot Dealer York Pet Jung 
Ord July 14 
Sykes, Dixon Savitie, and Hezgsert Avevustus § 
eckmondwike, Brewers Dewsbury Pet May 
Ord July 12 
Tawny, Josera, Harrogate, Labourer Leeds Pet aly 
Ord J uly 14 
Taytor, Freperick WI.tiam, Sedgley, Staffs, 
Dudley Pet July10 Ord July 
Ter.tey, Artaur Josuva, Snitterfield, Wi 
Gentleman Farmer 
July 12 
Turner, Grorce Jesse, and Gronce Frevericn Fox 
Carter lane, Umbrella Manufacturers High 
Pet July5 Ord July 12 
Wi iiams, Taomas, Builth, Breconshire, General Outi 
Newtown Pet April15 Ord July 14 
ADJUDICATION a ab 


Apams, Ropert Joun, West Gri jussex, 
Brighton Adj Dec 28,1892 Annul July 13 


SALES OF KNSUING WEEK. 


July 26.—Messrs. Ertis Morais & Co., at the Mart, B@ 
4 7 o'clock, Life Interest (see advertisement, July ist 


Park, Com 


Cro 


Gro 


July 36.— -Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrtevo, at the Wai 
house, Southampton-st., W.C., at 2 0 clock, 
Goodwill in Trade (see advertisement, July 15, p. 4). 

July 27.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranrietp, at the 
E.C., at 1 o’clock, Freehold and Leasehold Ground-8 
and Prechold Proj rty (see advertisement, J ot ge 

July 28.—Messrs. Baxer & Sons, at the Mart. B.C a 

o'clock, Freehold Investment (see neverlickineal 
week, p. 4). 

July 23.— —Messrs. Er.oart, at the Mart, E.C., at 2 o’elp 
Ground-rents and Family Mansion (see adverti 
this week, p. 4). 

July 29.—Doveias Younes, er 
a Plots of Freehold Buildit z Land 

advertisement, July 8, p.4 4). 


INSURANCE OFFIC 
Founded 1710. 
Law Courts Brayon, 
W. cou 
(FIRE) A.W iatrict Ma 
sUM INSURED in 1892, £391,800,000, 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDE 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 


£405,545, 
£140,000, 





CAPITAL Be 
Annvat Income (1891) over 
Security To InsuRED, over 
AGENCY.— Gentlemen who can introduce 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 


SPECIAL FEATURE in fieritons orn via 
PREMIUM returned EVER R to 
who have made no claim. 


D. R. PATERSON, Manager and 


EDE AND SON, 
ROBE 


— Maj i a eee SPROIAL yew! vagy 8 a 
o Her am y, the Lord the Whole 
cial Bench, Corporation a ‘London, &. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS, | 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, To 
Clerks, and Clerks of the Peace. 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Ge 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


| 94, CHANCERY LANE, LOD 


Warwick Pet June 20° Ord 


Cou 


40, CHANCERY LANE, WC, | 


£460,000. | 





WAUKENPHAS T, 
60, HAYMARKET, LONDON, S.W. 


Gentlemen’s Shooting and Tour Boots. 
Ladies Glace Kid Boots and Shoes, all the latest styles. 
Riding Boots. of every kind, all Hand Sewn. 





WAUKENWP HAST, E.tc.., 
Haymarket, 8.W. 37; King William Street, London Bridge, E.C. 453, Oxford Street, 





